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CASES 


ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


T^HE   ROLLS    COURT, 


1855. 
MILLS  f^,  BROWN.  wvw 

April  20. 
'Y^HE  testator  bequeathed  to  his  nephew  all  monies  Where,  io  a 

that  he  might  be  possessed  of  in  consols  at  the  JJ^fi^^!^ 
*ioae  of  his  death.     He  then  proceeded  as  follows: —  pertyii£»- 
"  And  as  to  all  such  parts  of  my  estate  and  effects  as  2^ett  may* 
8"all  not  consist  of  ready  money  or  money  in  the  funds,  neveiihelcwbe 
1  direct  my  executors  to  sell  and  dispose  thereof,  and  Xltpaitictilar 
^^  stand  possessed  of  the  monies  to  arise  thereby,  and  g|^|J^ 
^>th  8uch  ready  money,  and  the  money  I  may  have  in  neraf  ae  to  the 
^^  J^g  Annuities,*  upon  trust,  as  to  two-fourth  parts,     ^  tetutor 

^^^   the  Plaintiffs,  and  the  other  twofourths  for  other  hequeathed hii 
ha*^  coniolt  to  A,^ 

P^^^M.  and  directed 

rpi      hie  ezecuton 
^^^  to  Mil  aU  inch 
^^  parte  of  hit 

^^^  and  efieeti  ae  should  not  conrist  ot  ready  money  or  money  in  the  nmde,  and  ''  to 
^**^  poiieteed  of  the  moliies  to  arise  thereby,  with  such  ready  money  and  the  money 
r^ight  have  in  the  Long  Annuities,  upon  trust"  for  A,,  B.  and  C.    Held,  that  the 
^^g  Annuities  were  speci6cally  hequeathed,  and  not  liable  to  contribute  towards  the 
P^y^ent  of  general  legacies. 

"^OL.  XXI.  B 


Mills 

V. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1856.  The  testator  died  possessed  {inter  alia)  of  40/.  Long 

Annuities,  and  the  rest  of  the  property,  other  than  the 
Long  Annuities,  being  insufficient  to  pay  the  debts,  the 

Brown.  executor  had  paid  a  pecuniary  legacy  of  lOOZ.  out  of 
the  produce  of  the  Long  Annuities. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  Long  Annuities  had 
been  specifically  bequeathed  or  formed  part  of  the 
testator's  residuary  estate,  so  as  to  be  liable  to  the 
payment  of  the  pecuniary  legacies. 

Mr.  JBeales  (in  the  absence  of  Mr.  jR.  Palmer),  for 
the  Plaintiffs,  contended,  that  the  gift  of  the  Long 
Annuities  was  as  specific  as  the  gift  of  the  consols,  and 
that,  though  liable  to  payment  of  the  debts,  they  could 
not  be  charged  with  the  pecuniary  legacy.  He  relied 
upon  the  case  of  Bethune  v.  Kennedy  (a),  as  exactly  in 
point.  There  the  testatrix  bequeathed  as  follows : — 
"  The  residue  of  my  property,  all  I  do  or  may  possess 
in  the  funds,  copy  or  lease  hold  estates,"  to  my  sisters 
for  their  lives.  The  residuary  estate  consisted  of  160Z. 
Long  Annuities,  and  it  was  held,  that  as  the  gift  of  the 
leaseholds  was  specific,  so  was  the  bequest  of  the  pro- 
perty in  the  funds. 

Sir  C  C.  Pepys  says  (i) : — "  Now,  as  to  the  copyr 
hold  or  leasehold  estates,  it  is  not  disputed  that  the 
gift  is  specific.  If  so,  why  should  it  not  also  be  specific 
with  respect  to  the  funds  ?  The  intention,  it  is  reason- 
able and  natural  to  presume,  must  have  been  the  same 
with  respect  to  both  descriptions  of  property ;  and  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  a  bequest  of  all  that  a  testator 
may  possess  in  the  funds  would  be  a  specific  bequest  of 

all 

(fl)  1  Mifl  4-  Cr.  114.  (b)  1  Mj//.  4-  Cr.  p.  116. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

all  his  funded  property ,  the  rule  being  that  the  legacy  is        1855. 
not  the  less  specific  for  being  general. 

"  The  true  test  by  which  to  try  whether  a  bequest  is  or 
is  not  specific,  is  to  inquire  what  would  be  the  result  if 
there  had  been  pecuniary  legacies  with  a  deficient  fund, 
or  a  necessity  for  a  sale  for  payment  of  debts,  to  inquire 
whether  or  not,  in  such  a  case,  the  bequest  would  have 
been  protected  in  a  competition  with  the  claims  of 
pecuniary  legatees.  A  party  claiming  under  a  gift  of 
all  the  property  that  a  testator  possessed  of  a  specified 
kind,  would  not,  I  apprehend,  be  bound  to  oontributa." 

In  this  case  the  gift  is  of  **  all  the  property  I  may 
have  in  the  Long  AnnuitieSi"  which,  on  the  principle 
established  in  Bethune  v.  Kennedy^  is  clearly  specific. 
He  cited  also  D* Affile  v.  Fryer  {a);  Stephenson  v. 
Howson  (ft)  \  Hayes  v.  Hayes  (c). 

Mr»  Berkeley^  for  the  Defendant  In  all  the  cases 
cited^  as  well  as  in  Bethune  v.  Kennedy^  the  word 
''  specific"  is  used  by  the  Judges  not  in  the  ordinary 
senae  of  a  ''  specific  bequest,"  but  as  denoting  that 
the  property  was  to  be  enjoyed  specifically  or  in  specie 
by  a  tenant  for  life.  It  is  so  used  by  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  in  Pickering  v.  Pickering  (d) ;  and  in  the  same 
case  on  appeal (e).  Lord  Cottenham  says,  ''as  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  appears  to  have  observed,  the  word  '  speci- 
fic,' when  used  in  speaking  of  cases  of  this  sort,  is  not  to 
be  taken  as  used  in  its  strictest  sense,  but  as  implying 
a  question  whether,  upon  the  whole,  the  testator  in- 
tended, that  the  property  should  be  enjoyed  in  specie." 

The 

(a)  12  Sim.  1.  ((f)  2  Beav.  57. 

(b)  3  Beav.  342.  (e)  4  M^L  4*  Cr.  299. 
(e)  1  Keen,  97. 
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1865.  ^^  bequest  is,  therefore,  not  specific,  properly  so 
called,  it  is  aa  enumeration  of  part  of  the  residue. 
Suppose  the  testator  had  bought  the  Long  Annuities 
after  the  date  of  the  will,  would  the  bequest  then  be 
specific?  Clearly  not,  but  they  would  fall  into  the 
residue,  and  the  gift  altogether  would  be  considered  a 
mere  residuary  bequest.  He  cited  Pickup  v.  Atkinson  (a); 
Taylor  y.  Taylor  {b). 

Mr.  Beaks  was  not  heard  in  reply. 

7%«  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  a  specific  bequest  of  the 
Long  Annuities.  The  cases  relating  to  conversion  of 
perishable  property  are  different,  and  do  not  apply  to 
this.  The  question  in  those  cases  was,  whether  the 
persons  who  were  to  take  the  property  successively, 
were  or  were  not  to  enjoy  it  in  the  character  in  which  it 
was  found,  and  it  was  held  that  they  were.  Here,  if  the 
Long  Annuities  had  been  given  to  persons  in  succession, 
I  should  have  thought  that  the  bequest  was  specific  in 
that  sense.  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  specific  bequest  may 
be  contained  in  a  gift  of  a  residue,  and,  in  fact,  it  was 
so  held  in  Bethune  v.  Kennedy.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
payments  out  of  the  Long  Annuities  to  pecuniary 
legatees  cannot  be  allowed ;  but  the  debts  are  payable 
thereout  if  there  are  no  other  assets  to  meet  them. 

{a)  4  Bare,  628.  (6)  6  Sim,  246. 
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1866. 


JAMESON  V.  STEIN. 

July  X4. 
riiHE  testator  John  Stein  was  the  owner  of  an  estate  Where  a  per- 
-^    called  bis  Wraxall  estate,  and  was  indebted  to  bis  J^akH^^'hW 

sister  in  tbe  sum  of  6,000Z.  party  make 

good  represen- 
tations made 

By  indenture,  dated  3rd  of  September,  1844,  and  byhimonhii 

.  mamagei  he 

made  between  John  Stein,  of  tbe  first  part,  bis  only  mustesta- 

daugbter,  Monique  Theresa  Stein,  of  tbe  second  part,  J||*^|  '"g^^** 

and  two  trustees  of  the  third  part,  after  reciting  that,  that  sufficient 

in  consideration  of  an  arrangement  entered  into  between  weremade'^" 

m/ohn  Stein  and  bis  daughter,  concerning  the  property  *nd  secondly, 

of  her  mother  (then  deceased),  and  of  the  release  of  her  riage  took 

interest  therein,  John  Stein  had  agreed  to  secure  to  P^^"  *^* 

liis   daughter  an  annuity  for  life,  and  to  settle  the      A  husband 

Wraxall  estate  (subject  to  the  payment  thereout  of  fegt^Ttbat  on 

5,000/.  and  the  annuity)  upon  bis  daughter  and  her  their  marriage, 
m  the  wife's 

issue,  and  reciting  the  debt  of  6,000/.  due  from  him  to  father  stated 

his  sister,  and  that  he  was  desirous  of  char&cins:  it  upon  '"  ?  J®**®*** 
1^     •         !.  ,        ,  ,     .  .  ,     which,  how- 

tbe  hereditaments  thereby  conveyed,  it  was  witnessed,  ever,  they 

that  John  Stein  granted  the  annuity  to  his  daughter,  t^ende^stroyed 

and  conveyed  the  Wraxall  estate  to  his  trustees  in  fee,  ''that  he  could 

upon  trust,  in  effect,  to  raise  the  5,000/.  and  tbe  annuity,  her'than\e 

and  ^^^  done,  and 
'  that  he  had 
settled  his  W.  estate  upon  her."  He  had,  in  fact,  previouRly  settled  that  estate  on 
her,  hut  subject  to  a  prior  charge  of  5,000/.  They  sought  to  have  the  representation 
made  good,  by  payment  of  the  5,000/.  out  of  the  father's  estate.  The  Court  doubted 
whether  the  principle  applied  to  such  a  representation,  and  also  whether  the  marriage 
took  place  on  the  faith  of  it,  and  refused  relief. 

Whether  the  notice  of  the  existence  of  the  settlement  in  this  case  was  not  notice  of 
its  contents,  quare. 

The  owner  of  an  estate  voluntarily  charged  it  with  his  own  simple  contract  debt,  and, 
by  the  same  deed,  settled  the  estate,  subject  thereto,  on  himself  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  his  daughter.  He  afterwards  paid  off  the  debt,  but  declared  that  the  charge  should 
continue  for  the  benefit  of  his  personal  estate.  After  bis  death,  held,  that  tbe  charge 
still  subsisted  and  must  be  raised  and  paid. 
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1866.  and,  subject  thereto,  in  trust  for  John  Stein  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  his  daughter  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  her  issue,  &c.  &c. 
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The  daughter  did  not  execute  the  deed,  but  she  acted 
on  and  adopted  it. 

On  the  7th  of  August,  1847,  by  deed  poll,  indorsed 
on  the  deed  of  1854,  John  Stein  declared,  that  if  he 
should  pay  the  5,000Z.  (which  the  deed  recited  it  was 
his  intention  soon  to  do  out  of  his  own  money),  the 
same  sum  should  remain  charged  upon  the  estate  for 
his  benefit,  as  part  of  his  personal  estate.  John  Stein 
paid  off  the  charge,  and  by  articles  of  agreement,  dated 
the  29th  of  Novemherj  1847,  and  made  between  the 
legal  personal  representative  of  Ann  Stein,  John  Stein, 
and  the  trustees,  afler  reciting  the  payment  of  the 
6,000/.,  it  was  witnessed  and  declared,  that  the  trus- 
tees should  stand  seised  of  the  estate,  in  trust,  to 
secure  the  6,000/.  to  John  Stein,  as  part  of  his  personal 
estate. 

After  these  transactions.  Miss  Stein  married.  She 
had  been  brought  up  by,  and  usually  lived  with,  her 
maternal  grandmother;  and  in  1852,  being  engaged  to 
be  married  to  Hilliam  Maskell,  she  and  her  intended 
husband  both  wrote  to  the  settlor,  to  ask  his  consent, 
the  latter  also  communicating  to  him  his  pecuniary 
circumstances,  and  the  terms  of  the  settlement  he  in- 
tended to  make.  Miss  Stein  received  a  letter  from 
her  father  in  reply,  which  he  desired  her  to  shew 
to  W,  Maskell,  and  in  which  (as  was  alleged)  he 
stated,  that  he  left  her  at  full  freedom  with  regard  to 
the  marriage,  but  that  he  should  neither  give  his  assent 
or  dissent  thereto,  and  desired  her  not  to  trouble  him 
further  in  the  matter ;  that  he  was  not  able  to  do  more 

for 
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for  her  than  he  had  done,  and  could  give  her  no  money  1866. 
on  her  proposed  marriage,  and  he  added,  ''  /  haw  set- 
tied  my  Wraxall  estate  vpon  you,  worth  I  svppotte 
40,000/."  The  marriage  took  place  on  the  7th  of  Sep-  S"iii. 
tembefy  1852.  The  letter  was  not  produced,  and  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Maskell  stated,  that,  as  the  marriage  was  not 
cordially  approved  of  by  her  father,  they  shortly  after 
his  death,  not  wishing,  as  they  alleged,  to  preserve  any 
remembrance  of  what  they  considered  an  expression  of 
cool  or  indifferent  feeling  on  his  part,  burnt  or  destroyed 
ell  their  correspondence  with  him,  and  particularly  this 
letter. 

John  Stein  made  his  will,  dated  in  December ,  1853, 
and  which  contained  the  following  clause : — **  I  have, 
by  deed,  settled  my  Wraxall  estate  on  my  daughter 
and  her  issue."  And  he  then  declared,  that  he  did  not 
intend  her  to  take  any  part  of  his  estate,  because  he 
thought  she  was  amply  provided  for.  He  gave  to  his 
nephew  James  Stein  the  residue  of  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  and  appointed  Jameson  and  Haig  his 
executors. 

The  testator  died  in  January,  1854,  and  a  question 
arose  as  to  whether  the  5,000/.  so  charged  upon  the 
Wraxall  estate,  and  subsequently  paid  off  by  the  tes- 
tator, formed  part  of  his  personal  estate. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Mashell  contended,  that  the  testator 
had  no  power  to  charge  the  estate  with  the  5,000/.,  after 
the  debt  of  5,000/.  had  been  paid  off.  On  the  other 
hand,  James  Stein  claimed  the  5,000/.  with  interest,  as 
a  subsisting  and  valid  charge,  and  as  part  of  the  tes- 
tator's residuary  personal  estate. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Nalder,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
stated  the  case. 

Mr. 
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1866.  Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  T.  H.  Terrell,  tor  James  Stein, 

the  residuary  legatee.  First,  there  is  no  suflScient  proof 
of  the  alleged  representation  by  the  father^  or  that  the 

Stein.  marriage  took  place  on  the  faith  of  it.  Even  as  it  is 
stated,  there  was  no  promise  on  his  part  to  do  any- 
thing for  his  daughter ;  on  the  contrary,  he  says,  ''  he 
will  do  no  more,  and  will  give  her  no  more  money.'' 
He  made  no  fraudulent  misrepresentation.  He  merely 
states  that  the  estate  was  settled,  and  that  was  true* 
The  contents  of  the  deed  might  have  been  ascertained, 
and  the  parties  had  therefore  constructive  notice  of  its 
contents. 

Secondly,  the  6,000/.  now  forms  part  of  the  testator's 
personal  estate.  All  that  was  settled  was  the  estate 
minus  the  charge,  and  in  Vandeleur  v.  Vandeleur  (a),  it 
was  held,  that  when  the  owner  of  an  estate  settles  it, 
subject  to  debts  of  his  own  creation,  his  personal  estate 
is  exonerated.  The  debt,  though  discharged,  was  kept 
alive  by  express  declaration,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer 
to  the  numerous  cases,  in  which  it  has  been  held,  that  a 
charge  paid  off  by  a  tenant  for  life  does  not  merge  in 
the  inheritance,  but  that  he  is  entitled  to  it  for  his  own 
benefit  (&}» 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — I  think  that  unneces- 
sary. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Fleming,  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Mas- 
hell,  first,  it  is  clearly  proved,  that,  on  the  marriage  of 
his  daughter,  the  testator  made  representations,  which 

formed 

(fl)  3  Clark  Sf  Fin,  82 ;  9  Bli.  v.  Mofati,  18  Ve$.  384 ;  Drmik- 

(N.S.)  157;  LUfyd  Sf  G.  {temp.  water  v.  Combe^  2  Sim.  if  Stu, 

Sugden)  241,  n.  340;   Trewr  v.  Treoor^  2  Afy/. 

(6)  See  BurreU  V.  The  Earl  of  if  K.  675. 
kgremont,  7  Beav,  205;  Farbei 
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formed  the  foundation  on  which  the  marriage  took  1865. 
place,  and  on  the  faith  of  which  the  intended  husband 
acted.  He  represented  that  be  had  settled  the  WraxaU 
estate,  worth  40,000/.  a  year,  whereas  he  bad  only  Steik. 
settled  a  portion  of  it,  and  its  value  was  considerably 
less.  In  such  cases,  the  Court  has  always  held,  that  the 
father  is  bound  by  his  representations,  and  must  make 
them  good;  Hammersley  v.  De  Biel{a);  Money  v. 
Jorden{b);  Bold  v.  Hutchinson  {c).  In  Berrisford  v. 
Milward  (d),  the  mortgagee  was  present  while  a  mort- 
gagor was  in  treaty  for  his  son's  marriage,  and  fraudu- 
lently concealed  his  mortgage  on  the  estate  then  settled. 
He  was  postponed  to  the  objects  of  the  marriage  settle- 
ment. 

Secondly,  the  6,000/.  was  the  debt  of  John  Stein 
himself,  for  which  he  and  his  personal  estate  were  pri- 
marily liable.  The  deed  of  1844  merely  created  a  se- 
curity for  it,  and  his  personal  estate  still  remained  the 
primary  fund  for  its  payment.  When  the  debt  was 
paid  off  by  the  debtor,  the  charge  fell  with  it,  and  could 
not  be  kept  alive.  There  could  be  no  charge  where 
there  was  no  debt.  Vandeleur  v.  Vandeleur  is  inappli- 
cable to  this  case,  for  there  the  debt,  in  question  on 
the  appeal,  remained  unpaid,  and  it  was  expressly 
'' declared  and  agreed,  by  and  between  the  parties," 
that  the  estate  should  be  primarily  charged.  If  the 
5,000/.  had  not  been  paid  at  the  death  of  John  Stein, 
bis  personal  estate  would  be  the  first  fund  to  resort  to 
for  its  payment.  The  charge  therefore  is  merged  in  the 
estate,  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  entitled  thereto ; 
mJohnson  v.  Webster  {e).     In  confirmation  of  this,  it  is 

to 

(a)  12  a.  4-  Fin.  49;  3  Beav.  (r)  20  Beav.  250. 

459.  (d)  2  Atkins,  49. 

(6)  15   Beao.  372;  2  De  G.         {e)  4  De  G.  Mac  i  G.  474. 
Mae.  if  G.318;  5  H.  of  Ld$. 
Cos.  185. 
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to  be  obsenred,  that,  on  that  assumption,  the  statement 
otJohn  Stein,  on  his  daughter's  marriage,  was  strictly 
tiue;  but  if  not,  there  was  a  fraud  committed  on  the 
husband  by  the  misrepresentation.  The  Court  would 
lean  to  the  former  assumption,  rather  than  impute  a 
wilful  misrepresentation. 

Mr.  Borrett,  for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  are  two  distinct  and  separate  questions  in  this 
case ;  one,  upon  the  promise  alleged  to  have  been  made 
by  the  testator  on  the  marriage  of  his  daughter ;  the 
other,  upon  the  construction  of  the  deed. 

No  person  has  felt  morp  strongly  than  I  have  done 
the  necessity  of  enforcing  the  equity,  which  I  hold  to  be 
founded  on  one  of  the  most  valuable  principles  which 
this  Court  administers,  of  compelling  a  man  to  make 
good  his  words ;  and  that,  if  a  person  says  something 
or  does  something  which  is  equivalent  to  it,  in  order 
to  induce  another  to  do  a  particular  act,  he  shall  be 
held,  at  the  instance  of  those  who  have  acted  on  the 
faith  of  those  representations,  bound  to  make  good  that 
which  he  has  said  or  induced  them  to  believe.  But 
the  difficulty  I  have  in  this  case  is  this: — the  repre- 
sentation made  by  the  testator  was  in  a  letter  written  to 
his  daughter,  and  the  burden  of  proof  lies  on  Mrs. 
Maskell  to  shew  the  contents  of  this  letter.  Now,  it 
is  a  very  different  thing  to  produce  the  letter  itself  and 
to  give  parol  evidence  of  its  contents,  for  a  very  slight 
variation  in  expression  would  make  a  very  considerable 
difference  in  its  effect  What  had  occurred  was  this  : — 
the  testator  had   settled   his    Wraxall  estate  on   his 

daughter 
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dftnghter  and  her  isBue,  subject  to  a  chai^  6f  5,000/.  1856. 
When  his  daughter  applied  to  him  for  bis  approval  of 
ber  marriage  with  Mr.  Mashell,  he  writes,  in  answer,  a 
letter  to  be  shewn  to  the  intended  husband,  in  which  he  StBm. 
says,  (according  to  the  statement  now  given  of  the  con- 
tents of  that  letter,  which  is  not  itself  produced,)  "  I  am 
not  able  to  do  more  for  you  than  I  have  done,  I  have 
already  settled  my  WraxaU  estate  upon  you.'' 

Now  I  am  by  no  means  clear  that  the  principle  of 
the  cases  from  Atkins^  where  a  man  concealed  the 
existence  of  a  debt,  which  could  by  no  possibility  have 
been  known  to  the  person  who  acted  on  such  assertion 
except  through  the  representation  of  the  creditor,  applies 
to  this  particular  case,  where,  in  fact,  a  knowledge  of 
the  Contents  of  the  settlement  might  have  been  obtained, 
by  requiring  its  production  or  asking  leave  to  examine 
it.  It  is  also  very  possible,  that  a  very  slight  qualification 
of  expression  might  have  given  notice  of  the  existing 
charges  on  this  property,  and  of  the  representation 
being  literally  and  precisely  true  to  the  extent  to  which 
the  testator  stated  it. 

I  also  entertain  considerable  doubt,  whether,  in  fact, 
the  marriage  did  take  efiect  upon  the  faith  of  that  letter. 
If  it  did>  I  do  not  understand  why  the  letter  itself 
should  have  been  destroyed.  It  is  stated  to  have  been 
destroyed  frotn  a  laudable  motive,  because  the  husband 
and  daughter  did  not  wish  to  keep  alive  anything  that 
looked  like  a  coolness  on  the  part  of  ber  father  on  the 
occasion  of  her  marriage.  But  this  is  not  like  a  case  in 
which  a  father  has  made  a  representation  as  an  induce- 
ment for  the  marriage,  and  on  the  faith  of  which  the 
marriage  is  to  take  place,  nor  a  case  where  the  in- 
tended husband  is  induced  to  enter  into  a  marriage  con- 
tract 
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1856.  tract  by  reason  of  something  which  the  father  has  done 
or  has  said  he  intended  to.  All  that  the  father  is  alleged 
to  have  said  he  intended  to  do  is  this : — ''  I  neither  ap- 

Stein.  prove  nor  disapprove  of  the  marriage^  I  shall  do  nothing 
more  than  I  have  already  done  for  my  daughter,  I 
have  already  settled  my  Wraxall  estate  upon  her."  It 
appears  that  the  estate  really  stood  settled  on  the 
daughter,  subject  to  a  subsisting  charge.  It  is  therefore 
difficult  to  say,  that  this  was  a  representation  made  by 
the  father,  to  induce  the  husband  to  enter  into  the  mar- 
riage contract,  or  one  on  the  faith  of  which  the  marriage 
took  place.  I  think,  therefore,  that  those  cases  do  not 
apply ;  and  that,  the  burden  of  proof  being  upon  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Maskellf  to  establish  that  such  a  representation 
was  made  and  that  the  marriage  took  place  on  the  faith 
of  it,  the  evidence  before  me  does  not  establish  those 
facts,  so  as  to  enable  me  to  decree  a  specific  performance 
of  it,  or  to  compel  the  faXher  to  make  good  that  alleged 
representation. 

Upon  the  construction  of  the  deed  itself,  my  opinion 
is  also  against  Mrs.  Maskell.  The  case  is  this  : — When 
Johri  Stein  executed  it,  in  September,  1844,  he  owed 
Ann  Stein  6,000Z.  on  simple  co^ntract.  He  thereupon 
gives  her  a  security,  charge  or  mortgage  on  this  pro- 
perty. This  differs,  in  no  other  respect,  from  the  case 
of  any  other  owner  of  an  estate  giving  his  creditor  a 
security  upon  his  property.  It  is  true  that  an  additional 
security  was  given  to  Ann  Stein,  whose  claim  was  until 
then  against  the  father  personally,  but  that  may  be  said 
in  every  case  where  the  money  is  not  advanced  at  the 
time  the  mortgage  is  executed  ;  and  yet  I  am  not  aware 
that  different  rights  or  equities  exist,  where  the  money 
is  advanced  previously  to  the  date  of  the  mortgage, 
from  those  where  it  is  paid  simultaneously  with  it  and 

forms 
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:MoTms  part  of  the  same  transaction.    Here  a  gentleman,       1855. 

^wiDg  this  money,  thought  fit  to  secure  it  on  his  estate 

:Sn  the  first  instance,  and  then  to  settle  the  estate  on 

Xiimself  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  daughter  and  her 

W6ue.     Some  time  afterwards  he  pays  ofi*  the  debt,  but 

thinks  fit  to  keep  the  charge  alive  by  an  express  de- 

^aration  in  a  deed  executed  by  him.    In  what  respect 

^oes  this  difier  from  the  case  of  a  stranger  paying  ofif  a 

^sharge  and  taking  an  assignment  of  it  (a)?   The  testator 

^nts  himself  in  the  situation  and  position  of  the  mort-« 

^agee,  the  charge  remains  subsisting  and  is  part  of  his 

jpersonal  estate,  and  it  is  impossible  for  this  Court  to 

liold,  that  a  charge  afiecting  the  corpus  of  the  estate  is 

snerged  in  the  estate  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  this  is  a  subsisting  charge  on 
"fthe  estate. 

(a)  See  Nod  ▼.  Noel,  1 2  Price,      Alen  v.  H(^an,  LI  ^  Goo.  (temp. 
213;  Sugd.  LawqfPropertjf,  123 ;      Sugden)  231. 
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^»y  28.  HONEYMAN  v.  MARRYAT. 

3unt  1. 

When  an  offer  rilHIS  was  a  suit  for  the  specific  performance  of  a 

made  by^he  contract  for  sale  of  some   freehold  property  at 

owner  to  sell      Wimbkdon,  belonging  to  the  Defendant.    The  contest 

an  estate  on  ^  o    o 

specified  terms,  was,  whether  any  binding  contract  had  been  entered 

unlndition-  ^°^'  *^^  alleged  by  the  bill  being  founded  on  a  cor- 
ally  accepted,  respondence  which  had  taken  place  between  the  Plain- 
inj'lontra^c!^^"  ^'^^  solicitor,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  Defendant's 

which  neither   agent  and  solicitor,  on  the  other. 

party  can  vary, 

out  the  owner 

isentitled^t        xjjg  property  having  been   advertised   for    sale  by 

fore  his  offer     private  treaty,  by  an  estate   agent  employed  by  the 

ShiverJ"al''^"    Defendant,  the  Plaintirs  solicitor,  on  the  3rd  of  March, 

cepted,  to  add    1866,  wrote  to  such  agent  as  follows : — 
any  new  terms 
to  bis  pro- 
posal. If  these  "  Wimbledon  House  Estate, 
be  refused,  the 
treaty  is  at  an        ^'  I  yesterday  went  over  this  property  with  a  client 

*"iv   .•     f     of  mine,  and  he  has  instructed  me  to  make  you  an 
The  time  for  '  ^ 

paying  the  de-  offer,  amounting  to  25,000/.,"  &c "  Should  you 

madeTn^s-*     feel  disposed  to  fall  in  with  his  views,  on  hearing  from 

sential  term      you  to  that  effect,   I  will  immediately  put  myself  in 

into  a  contact  Communication  with  you  as  to  the  purchase.    I  shall  feel 

for  sale  of  an  obliged 

estate.  ° 

The  Plaintiff's  solicitor  wrote  to  the  Defendant's  agent,  that  he  was  instructed  to 
make  him  an  offer  of  25,000/.  for  the  purchase  of  his  estate.  The  Defendant's  agent 
wrote,  in  answer,  that  he  was  authorized  to  accept  the  offer,  **  subject  to  the  terms  of 
a  contract  being  arranged"  between  the  two  solicitors.  Held,  that  this  was  not  a  con- 
cluded contract 

In  the  above  case,  the  owner's  solicitor  sent  the  draft  of  an  agreement  for  the 
perusal  of  the  purchaser's  solicitor,  which,  amongst  other  stipulations,  required  a 
deposit  of  1,500/.  to  be  paid  down.  This  term  was  objected  to,  and,  after  some 
delay,  and  before  the  Plaintiff  had  acceded  to  it,  the  Defendant  required  it  to  be  paid 
and  the  agreement  signed  before  a  given  day,  or  the  treaty  to  be  at  an  end.  This 
was  not  complied  with,  but  an  offer  was  subsequently  made  to  sign  the  agreement  and 
pay  the  deposit  required,  which  was  refused.  Held,  that  there  was  no  contract  that 
this  Court  could  enforce. 
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obliged  by  your  giving  me  an  i^nswer  at  your  earliest       1866, 
Qonvenieivce."  ^^^"^^ 

H019«T¥^N 
V. 

On  the  4th  of  April,  the  Defendant's  agept  sent  the  Ma^ktat. 
following  answer : — •*  Mr.  Marryat  has  authorize^  va 
to  accept  the  offer  made  on  behalf  of  your  client, 
s^ject  to  the  terms  of  a  contract  being  arranged  between 
kh  solicitor  and  yourself.  Mr.  Marryat  requires  a  de- 
posit of  from  1,200/.  to  1,600/.,  and  the  purchase  to  be 
completed  at  Midsummer-'day  next."  On  the  next  day» 
the  Defendant's  solicitor  sent  to  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor 
a  draft  agreeipent  for  the  sale  of  the  estate,  for  his 
perusal.  This  purported  to  be  made  bet^reen  the  De^ 
fendapt  of  the  one  part^  and  a  blank  ws^  left  for  tho 
name  of  the  purchaser  op  the  other  part.  It  purported 
to  contn^ct  to  sell  the  property  for  26,000/^  whereof  9^ 
deposit,  of  1,600/.  was  payable  at  the  date  of  the  con- 
tract|  aj[)d  it  cqntained  special  conditions  aa  to  title,  &c.a 
and  provided  for  the  completion  on  the  24tb  of  Junf, 

The  draft  not  having  been  returned,  the  Defendant's 
solicitor,  Qp  the  14th  of  April,  wrote  as  follows: — 
'^  Mr.  Marryat  cannot  allow  the  matter  to  stand  open. 
The  contract  n^ust  be  signed  and  deposit  paid,  or  the^ 
treaty  be  at  f^q  end." 

On  the  20th  of  April,  the  draft  was  returned  ap- 
proved of,  but  with  two  alterations ;  one  by  which  the 
deposit  was  reduced  from  1,600/.  to  1,200/.,  and  ^nother,i 
whi^b  it  was  stated  was  afterwards  abandoned. 

On  the  21st  of  April,  the  ])efendant's  splicitpr  wrote 
to  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  as  follows : — ''  Mr.  Marryqt 
is  much  surprised  at  the  del^y  which  haSi  t^ken  place 
in  settling  the  agreen^ent  for  the  pqreb?se  of  this  estatei 
and  be  has  instructed  me  to  inform  you,  on  behalf  of 

your 
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your  client,  that  unless  the  agreement  is  completed  and 
deposit  paid  on  or  before  Tuesday  next  (a),  at  one 
o'clock  p.  m.,  for  which  purpose  he  will  attend  here  on 
Marrtat.  that  day ^  and  time,  he  shall  consider  the  treaty  at  an 
end." 

On  the  23rd  of  April,  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  in 
answer  stated,  that  as  his  client  had  left  town  it  would 
be  impossible  to  complete  on  the  next  day,  as  suggested, 
and  asking  to  put  off  the  appointment. 

The  Defendant's  solicitor,  on  the  25th  o(  April,  wrote 
to  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  as  follows : — **  I  am  instructed 
by  Mr.  Marryat  to  give  you  notice,  that  he  will  attend 
here  to-morrow  (i),  at  one  o'clock,  when,  on  payment 
of  the  sum  of  1,500/.,  he  will  be  prepared  to  enter  into 
a  contract  for  sale  of  this  property,  and  that  if  your 
client  does  not  pay  the  deposit  and  enter  into  a  contract 
for  the  purchase  at  that  time,  he  will  consider  the  treaty 
at  an  end." 

The  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  in  a  letter  to  the  Defendant's 
solicitor,  on  the  26th  of  April,  stated,  "  Before  this 
agreement  is  signed,  there  is  a  question  to  be  settled  as 
to  the  amount  of  the  deposit,  and  on  which  I  must  first 
take  my  client's  views." 

On  the  same  day  (26th  of  April),  the  Defendant's 
solicitor  wrote  as  follows : — **  Mr.  Marryat  declines 
to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  property 
without  payment  of  a  deposit  of  1,500Z.  In  conse- 
quence of  your  letter,  Mr.  Marryat  has  appointed  to 
call  here  to-morrow  (c),  on  his  return  from  the  city, 
at  3*30;  and  unless  your  client,  or  some  person  on 
bis  behalf  duly  authorized,   meets  him  here,  at  that 

time, 

(a)  The  24th  of  April,        (b)  The  26th.        (c)  27th  of  AprU. 
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time,  and  pays  the  deposit  and  signs  the  contract,       1865. 

Mr.  Marryat   will   instruct  Messrs.  Snell   k   Co.  to 

proceed  to  the  sale  of  the  property."     Before  sending 

this  letter,  the  Defendant's  solicitor  received  a  letter     Maeetat. 

from  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  offering  to  pay  the  deposit 

of  1,500/.  any  day  after  Wednesday  next  (a),  whereupon 

the  Defendant's  solicitor  added  a  postscript  to  his  letter 

of  the  26th,  as  follows : — "  P.S.    Since  writing  the 

foregoing,  I  have  received  your  letter  of  this  day.     I 

beg  to   say  that  Mr.  Marryat  vnll   not  allow  this 

matter  to  remain  in  its  present  unsettled  state  until 

afler  Wednesday  next  (a),  and  that  he  requires  the  terms 

before  stated  to  be  carried  out."    On  the  same  day 

(26th  of  April)  the  Plaintifi^s  solicitor  wrote  to  say 

that  his  client  would  not  be  prepared  to  pay  the  deposit 

until  next  week,  and  offering  to  pay  the  1,500/.  any 

day  afler  Wednesday  next  (a),  and  asking  for  the  en* 

grossment,  so  that  he  might,  in  the  meantime,  get  it 

executed. 

The  Plaintiff  did  not  pay  the  deposit  of  1^00/.  on 
the  27th  of  April,  but  on  the  following  day  (28th)  his 
solicitor  again  wrote  and  offered  to  sign  the  agreement 
and  pay  the  1,500/.  deposit  any  time  afler  Wednesday 
(2nd  of  May),  The  Defendant,  however,  insisted  that 
the  treaty  was  at  an  end,  and  declined  to  renew  it.  The 
Plaintiff*  aflerwards  (on  the  5th  of  May)  tendered  the 
1,500/.,  and  offered  to  sign  the  agreement,  but  this 
also  was  refused,  and  he  filed  this  bill  for  specific  per- 
formance, alleging  a  contract  to  the  above  effect. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  put  in  a  general  demurrer. 

Mr.  Roupell  and    Mr.  Haynes,  in  support  of  the 

demurrer. 

Mr. 

(a)  Viz.,  after  the  2nd  of  May. 
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Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Morris,  in  sopport  of  Ae 

bill. 

HOMETMIH 

Mar^tat.         Mr.  Roupell,  in  reply. 

Huddleston  v.  Briscoe  (a) ;    Hyde  v.    Wrench  (6)  ; 
Ridgwat/  v.  Wharton  (c),  were  cited. 


June  1.  2n^«  Mastbr  q/*  M«  Rolls. 

The  question  on  this  demurrer  is,  whether  the  Plain- 
tiff is  entitled^  against  the  Defendant,  to  the  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  house  and 
grounds  at  Wimbledon, 

The  contract  alleged  by  the  bill  consists  of  certain 
letters  written  by  the  agents  of  the  parties.  The  first 
letter  was  written  from  the  agent  of  the  Plaintiff  to  the 
agent  of  the  Defendant,  in  these  terms : — *'  I  yesterday 
went  over  this  property  with  a  client  of  mine,  and  he 
has  instructed  me  to  make  you  an  offer  amounting  to 
25,000/.,  &c.  Should  you  feel  disposed  to  fall  in  with 
his  view,  on  hearing  from  you  to  that  effect,  I  will  im- 
mediately put  myself  in  communication  with  you  as  to 
the  purchase." 

On  the  following  day,  the  agent  of  the  Defendant 
wrote  this  letter : — "  We  have  received  your  letter  of 
the  3rd  instant,  which  we  have  communicated  to  Mr. 
Marryat,  and  he  has  authorized  us  to  accept  the  offer 
made  on  behalf  of  your  client,  subject  to  the  terms  of 
a  contract  being  arranged  between  his  solicitor  and 

yourself. 

(a)  11  Vet.  583--591.  (f)  3  De  G.  M.  *  G.  pp.  677, 

{b)  3  Beav,  334.  693. 
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yoQraelf.     Mr.  Marryat  requires   a  deposit  of  from        1865. 
1,200/.  to  1,600/.,  and  the  purchase  to  be  completed  at 
Midnrnmer-dajf  nai.^ 


HoNSTMAll 


There  can  be  no  question  with  respect  to  the  rules 
upon  which  this  Court  acts  in  these  cases,  and  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  if  the  words,  *^  subject  to  the  terms  of  a 
contract  being  arranged  between  his  solicitor  and  your- 
self," had  been  omitted  from  this  letter,  these  two  letters 
would  together  have  formed  such  a  complete  and  perfect 
contract  as  this  Court  would  have  enforced.  But  Mr. 
Marfyat,  as  he  was  entitled  to  do,  would  not  enter  into 
any  agreement,  except  '^  subject  to  the  terms  of  a  con- 
tract being  arranged  between  his  and  the  Plaintiff's  soli- 
citor^'' In  my  opinion,  this  is  rather  a  contract  to  enter 
into  a  contract,  of  which  three  of  the  terms  were  spe- 
cified, that  is  to  say,  the  a,i^punt  of  purchase-money, 
the  time  when  the  contract  should  be  completed,  and 
the  amount  of  the  deppsit,  and  that  the  rest  of  the  con- 
tract was  to  he  made  tVe  subject  of  future  communica- 
tion between  the  parties  themselves.  I  do  not  consider 
it,  as  has  been  argued  before  me,  in  the  light  of  a 
counter  proposal,  but  more  properly  in  the  light  of 
a  contract  to  enter  into  a  contract,  with  respect  to 
which  the  Defendant  submitted  to  be  bound  by  three 
of  the  terms,  and,  with  respect  tp  the  remainder  of  the 
ternvi,  they  are  to  be  settl^  by  future  arrangement,  and, 
if  they  could  be  agreed  on,  then  the  contract  was  to  be 
a  valid  contract 

Qn  the  following  day,  the  solicitor  of  Defendant 
sent  certain  proposals,  for  the  purpose  of  completing 
the  remainder  of  the  contract,  consisting  of  nine 
different  items,  defined  in  the  draft  **  Memorandum 
of  an  Agreement,**  which  purported  to  be  made  be- 
tween the  Defendant  on  one  part,  and  leaving  a  blank 

0  2  for 
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for  the  name  of  the  Plaintiff  (whose  name  had  not 
been  communicated  to  the  Defendant)  on  the  other. 
If  upon  these  terms  being  received  by  the  Plaintiff,  he 
or  his  agent  had  written  "  I  agree  to  and  approve  of 
these  terms,  and  I  am  ready  immediately  to  execute  the 
contract/'  then,  in  my  opinion,  there  would  have  been 
a  binding  and  complete  contract  between  both  parties. 
But  that  was  not  done,  and  the  question  here  is,  whe- 
ther, until  the  contract  had  been  completed,  and  the 
terms  of  the  contract  finally  settled  between  both  parties, 
it  was  not  open  to  either  of  them  to  make  a  stipulation 
as  to  the  deposit  payable,  in  addition  to  and  beyond 
that  which  had  been  at  first  specified. 


Now  if  I  am  right  in  the  view  I  take  of  this  case, 
that  these  two  letters  constituted  a  contract,  of  which 
some  of  the  terms  were  fixed  and  the  others  remained 
to  be  settled,  then  it  follows  that  the  remaining  terms 
of  the  contract  were  to  be  treated  exactly  in  the  same 
view  as  if  that  had  constituted  the  first  communication 
between  the  parties. 


I  apprehend  it  is  quite  clear,  that  if  the  owner  of  a  pro- 
perty writes  to  another  person  and  states  to  him,  "  I  am 
willing  to  sell  my  estate  to  you  for  26,000/.,"  with  cer- 
tain other  specified  terms,  and  the  person  to  whom  that 
communication  is  addressed  writes  back  in  return,  "  I 
accept  your  offer,"  without  more,  that  binds  both  par- 
ties, and  neither  party  is  at  liberty  to  add  to  or  qualify 
the  terms  of  the  contract.  But  if  before  the  answer  is 
sent  the  owner  says,  I  omitted  something  which  I  con- 
sider essential,  and  I  desire  that  it  shall  be  one  of  the 
terms  of  the  contract  to  be  entered  into  between  us, 
he  is  at  full  liberty  to  do  so,  and  has  full  power  to  vary 
his  proposal,  at  any  time  until  it  has  been  actually 
accepted;  and  if  this  offer  is  not  accepted,  but  the 

person 
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person  to  whom  it  is  addressed  refuses  the  contract^  the 
matter  is  then  at  an  end,  and  it  is  no  longer  in  his 
power  to  accept  the  offer  at  a  later  period,  if  he  should 
be  disposed  to  do  so,  for  the  treaty  is  then  at  an  end.         Marryat. 

What  afterwards  occurred  in  the  present  case  is 
this: — The  draft  agreement  was  sent  on  the  5th  of 
April;  a  considerable  time  elapsed  before  any  steps 
took  place,  and  very  little  that  is  material  passed  in  the 
interval  before  we  get  to  the  2l6t  of  April,  further  than 
this: — that  the  solicitor  of  the  Defendant  complains  of 
the  delay,  and  states  that  he  cannot  allow  the  matter  to 
stand  open.  On  the  21st  of  April,  the  Defendant's  soli- 
citor writes  a  letter  to  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  complain-^ 
ing  of  the  delay  which  had  taken  place  in  settling  the 
agreement,  and  informing  him  that  unless  the  agree- 
ment is  completed  and  deposit  paid  on  or  before  Tuesday 
next,  Mr.  Marryat  will  consider  the  treaty  at  an  end. 
The  2l6t  of  April  was  a  Saturday,  and  the  day  fixed, 
being  the  Tuesday,  was  consequently  the  24th  of 
ApriL 

Now  I  consider  this  analogous  to  the  introduction 
of  a  new  term  into  the  contract  It  is  saying,  "  I  re- 
quire the  deposit  to  be  paid  on  or  before  a  particular 
day."  The  Defendant  was  undoubtedly  at  liberty,  in  my 
opinion,  to  make  that  a  term  of  the  original  contract, 
nor  can  I  see  any  difference  between  the  making  that  a 
term  of  the  original  proposal  and  introducing  it  subse- 
quently. The  contract  which  he  suggests  and  proposes 
is  an  offer  to  this  effect : — I  am  willing  to  sell  my  estate 
to  you  for  26,000/.  on  your  paying  a  deposit  of  1,600/. 
[His  Honor  here  recapitulated  shortly  the  special  terms 
M  the  draft  agreement^]  All  these  are  various  terms  of 
the  contract  which  he  suggested,  and  if  he  had  added 
to  those,  "  the  deposit  must  be  paid  on  or  before  the 

24th 
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1866,  24ih  of  Aprils*'  that  would  have  been  as  perfectly  good 
and  valid  as  any  one  of  the  other  terms  specified  in  the 
draft  contract.  If  any  one  of  those  terms  had  been 
MARstAT.  omitted  from  the  first  proposal,  he  might,  in  tny  opi- 
nion, have  afterwards  introduced  them,  at  any  time 
before  the  Plaintifif  had  given  an  unqualified  acceptance 
of  the  terms  of  the  original  proposal.  Suppose,  for 
instance,  there  had  been  omitted  from  the  contract  a 
stipulation  that  the  purchaser  should  not  inquire  into 
the  identity  or  title  of  a  little  patch  of  copyhold  land, 
consisting  of  a  rood  or  two  roods  in  the  middle  of  the 
property,  and  before  the  offer  had  been  accepted  by  the 
Plaintiff,  the  Defendant  had  said,  he  had  omitted,  either 
from  forgetfulness  or  otherwise,  to  include  in  the  teitos 
of  the  contract  this  stipulation : — ^that  you  should  not 
inquire  into  the  title  or  identity  of  that  bit  of  land ;  I 
apprehend  it  would  have  been  perfectly  open  to  him  to 
do  so,  and  that  the  Plaintiff,  who  would  have  been  at 
full  liberty  to  have  accepted  the  original  offer  before, 
was  bound,  after  the  addition  had  been  made,  either  to 
accept  the  offer  with  the  additional  term  introduced  into 
it,  or  to  reject  it  altogether.  I  consider  a  stipulation 
for  the  payment  of  the  deposit  money  at  a  particular 
time  exactly  in  the  same  point  of  view,  and  that  the 
Defendant  was  at  liberty  to  introduce  it  at  any  time 
before  the  offer  had  been  accepted  by  the  Plaintiff. 
The  answer  to  the  letter  of  the  21st  was  this: — "  I 
have  introduced  one  or  two  alterations  into  the  contract 
for  your  client's  consideration,  but  it  is  not  possible  fOr 
us  to  complete  by  Tuesday ^^^  therefore  the  time  is  ex- 
tended by  Mr.  Marryafs  solicitor  to  Wednesday  (the 
26th) ;  and  on  that  day  (the  26th)  he  writes  to  the 
Plaintiff^s  solicitor,  "  lara  instructed  by  Mr.  JIfarryai 
to  give  you  notice,  that  he  will  attend  here  to-morrow 
at  one  o'clock,  when  on  payment  of  the  sum  of  1,600/. 
be  will  be  prepared  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  sale 

of 
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of  this  property,  and  that  if  your  client  does  not  pay       1855. 
-the  deposit  and  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  purchase 
Wit  that  time,  he  will  consider  the  treaty  at  an  end." 

There  certainly  was  no  copcluded  contract  at  that 

-time,  for  up  to  that  time  (the  25th  of  April)  the  terms 

sent  by  Mr.  Marryat,  and  which  were  to  be  settled  be- 

"ftween  the  parties  and  to  form  a  portion  of  the  contract, 

liad  not  been  agreed  to  or  approved  of  by  the  Plaintiff 

or  his  solicitor.     ^His  Honor  next  referred  to  the  subse- 

^uent  proceedings: — The  extension  of  the  time  for  pay^ 

ing  the  deposit  to  the  26M,  and  afterwards  the  27  th  of 

^prU;  the  counter  proposal  of  the  Plaintiff  on  the 

26M  to  pay  it  after  Wednesday  the  2nd  of  May ;  the 

refusal  of  the  Defendant's  solicitor  to  concur  therein ; 

the  default  of  payment  on  the  21th  of  Aprils  the  subse- 

quent  declaration  of  the  Defendant's  solicitor  on  the 

28/^,  that  he  considered  the  treaty  at  an  end;  and  the 

tender  and  refusal  on  the  5th  of  May  ;  and  he  proceeded.'] 

Now  the  question  really  is,  whether  in  that  state  of 
circumstances  the  contract  was  e^r  concluded?  What 
I  have  already  stated  shews,  that  in  my  opinion,  it  was 
not,  and  that  it  was  open  to  either  side,  consistently 
with  the  terms  already  agreed  upon  by  the  two  first 
letters,  to  add  frqsh  stipulations  to  the  proposed  con- 
tract, until  the  terms  proposed  by  either  side  had  been 
definitively  accepted  by  the  other.  Mr.  Marryat  did 
propose  and  insist  on  a  term  to  be  added  to  the  con- 
,tract,  which  was  not  agreed  to  or  accepted,  and  which 
it  has  now  become  impossible  to  comply  with.  If  the 
term  bad  been  an  unreasonable  one,  if  it  had  been 
one  that  had  been  manifestly  made  for  preventing  the 
contract  being  entered  into,  then  a  different  view  of 
this  case  might  have  arisen,  which  at  present,  in  my 
opinion,  it  does  not  admit  of.    The  aspect  of  the  case 

would 
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would  then  have  been  changed,  and  might  have  been 
different  from  what  it  appears  at  present. 

The  case  is  complicated  from  this  circumstance  :^- 
that  the  term  relates  to  the  time  when  the  deposit  money 
shall  be  paid,  and  the  Court  of  Chancery  does  not, 
except  in  very  special  cases,  allow  time  to  be  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract  (a).  But  the  distinction  between 
this  case  and  the  cases  which  relate  to  time  being  of 
the  essence  of  the  contract  is  this  : — that  in  the  latter 
cases  there  is  a  concluded  agreement,  a  contract  actu- 
ally entered  into,  and  then  the  Court  considers  it  in- 
equitable that,  by  reason  of  a  slight  delay,  one  party 
to  the  contract  should  not  have  the  benefit  of  that 
for  which  he  has  contracted.  But  that  is  a  totally 
different  matter  from  this : — whether  a  person  is  not 
at  liberty  to  make  a  contract  in  which  time  shall  be 
introduced  as  one  of  the  terms  of  the  contract  ?  I  look 
at  it  exactly  in  this  point  of  view,  as  if  Mr.  Marryat 
had  said, ''  I  require,  as  one  of  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, that  the  deposit  shall  be  paid  on  or  before  the 
24th  or  25th  of  -4pri7,"  and  the  opposite  party  had 
said,  '^  I  agree  to  all  the  terms  of  the  contract  except 
that,  for  I  shall  not  be  able  to  pay  the  deposit  within 
that  time,  I  shall  not  be  able  to  pay  it  until  the  3rd  of 
Mayy  The  question  is,  whether  under  those  circum- 
stances, Mr.  Marryat,  under  the  terms  of  these  first 
two  letters,  would  have  been  bound  to  enter  into  such 
a  contract.  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  would  not;  and 
whatever  might  be  the  effect  of  such  a  contract  when 
once  entered  into,  to  say  that  he  should  not  be  allowed 
to  insist  on  such  a  stipulation  forming  part  of  the  con- 
tract, would  be  going  far  beyond  any  of  those  cases  in 
which  the  Court    has   regarded   time  as  not  of  the 

essence 

(fl)  Parkin  v.  Thorold,  16  Beav,  59. 
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4e8sence  of  the  contract  It  would  go  to  this  extent, 
that  a  person  might  not  contract  that  time  should  be 
^f  the  essence  of  the  contract.  In  my  opinion,  this 
Agreement  was  not  concluded ;  this  was  a  term  which 
lie  chose  to  have  added,  which  was  not  an  unreasonable 
^rm,  and  was  not  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  makmg 
St  impossible  for  the  olher  party  to  enter  into  the  con- 
-ftract  My  opinion  is,  therefore,  that  there  was  no 
concluded  agreement  between  both  parties,  and  that 
-thiA  demurrer  must  be  allowed. 


26 


1866. 


Note. — An  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  b  pending. 


WILSON  V.  WILSON. 

June  7|  8. 
*l    TNDER  his    marriage  settlement,  made  in   1826,  Under  his 
y^   WiUiam  Wilson,  who  had  survived  his  wife,  had  a  Ue^i^vTB. 
lifia    interest  and   a  power  of  appointing  a  trust  fund  had  a  power  of 
Hnaongst  the  issue  of  the    marriage.    The  settlement  fui^amcrngst 
^^■•^cted,  that  the  trust  property  should  "  after  the  death  ^  jSf^y °V 
^'     t:he  survivor  of  the  intended  husband  and  wife,  be  appointed  the 
P^ia  and  made  over  to  the  child  or  children  of  the  mar-  Jj^f^J^g 
^^^^e,  and  to  the  issue  of  such  child  or  children  who  eight  children; 
^•Jo^ld  iiave  died  leaving  issue,  in  such  shares"  as  Mr.  wards post-^" 
^^^san  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  such  appoint-  P®"®^  the  pay- 
'^^^t,  "  then  the  same  was  to  be  divided  among  the  capital,  partly 
^•^ildren  equally,  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  should  Y^^  *^^  ™^*- 
^^^"c  deceased  being  to  draw  the  shares  which  would  children,  and 
"^"^c  fallen  to  their  respective  parents  if  living."  ^r^the"death 

Sy  or  marriage  of 
.    «  his  last  sur- 

^^>^g  unmarried  daughter,  the  unmarried  daughters  being  in  the  meanwhile  entitled 
^  ^^  income.    The  appointment  was  held  valid. 


WlLSOM 

V. 
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1«65.  By  his  will,  dated  in  March,  1853,  Mr.  WUsm,  after 

referring  to  the  power  of  appointment,  directed,  that  after 
his  ^  death  the  trust  fund  should  be  divided  among  his 
WjLtoii.  two  sons  William  and  Charles,  and  his  six  daughters 
Henrietta,  A  nnie,  Jane,  Kaiherine,  Margaret  and  JEmify, 
(the  lawful  issue  of  any  of  whom  shall  take  the  share 
or  portion  that  would  have  fallen  to  the  parent  if  alive) 
in  equal  shares  or  one-eighth  respectively  to  each  of  such 
children  above  named,  but  in  manner  following,  viz., 
that  no  portion  of  any  such  share  shall  become  payable 
to  any  of  my  said  children  (unless  it  be  by  the  express 
sanction  of  my  executors  hereinafter  named  for  the  set- 
tlement in  life,  or  advancement  in  his  calling,  or  the 
education  of  either  of  my  said  sons)  before  such  child 
shall  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  that  no 
greater  portion  than  the  half  of  such  equal  share  as 
shall  fall  to  my  daughters  shall  be  withdrawn  from  the 
hands  or  control  of  the  then  existing  trustees  or  trustee, 
or  the  executors  hereinafter  appointed,  or  shall  be  pay- 
able to  such  daughters  or  daughter,  or  their  order,  so 
long  as  any  one  or  more  of  such  daughters  shall  re- 
main unmarried,  and  that  the  remaining  half  share  to 
each  of  such  daughters  or  their  lawful  issue  only  on  the 
marriage  or  death  of  my  last  surviving  unmarried 
daughter ;  that  the  interest  or  income  arising  from  the 
capital  stock  or  investment  or  purchase,  remaining  under 
the  control  of  such  trustees  or  executors,  shall  be  for  the 
benefit  of  such  daughters  or  daughter  as  shall  remain 
unmarried,  and  shall  be  payable  to  them  or  her  for  their 
conjoint  or  separate  use;  that  the  portions  or  shares 
falling  respectively  to  my  two  sons  (after  deducting 
therefrom  any  sum  or  sums  that  may  have  been  raised 
or  advanced  by  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being 
for  their  or  his  especial  use,  according  to  the  terms 
mentioned  in  such  marriage  settlement  or  in  this  my 
will)  may  be  claimed  by  them,  or  either  of  them,  to  the 

extent 
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extent  only  of  three-fourths  of  such  shares  or  portions,  1855. 
and  that  the  remaining  one-fourth  part  shall  remain  in 
the  hands  of  such  trustees  or  executors  for  the  benefit 
of  any  such  unmarried  daughters  or  daughter,  and  shall 
become  payable  on  the  death  or  marriage  of  the  last 
of  such  unmarried  daughters.  And  I  also  will  and 
direct  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  such  daughter, 
dying  unmarried,  to  dispose  of  the  share  or  portion 
derivaible  to  her  under  the  foregoing  marriage  settle- 
ment or  this  my  will,  but  that  the  same  shall  remain  in 
-  the  hands  of  such  trustees  or  executors  for  the  benefit 
of  any  surviving  unmarried  daughters  or  daughter,  and 
shall,  on  the  death  or  marriage  of  such  last-surviving 
unmarried  daughter,  be  divisible  amongst  my  said 
children,  or  their  lawful  issue,  as  hereinbefore  set  forth." 

The  testator  died  in  December,  1854,  leaving  all  the 
eight  children  surviving. 

Under  these  circumstances  a  question  was  raised 
"whether  the  will  was  a  due  execution  of  the  power  of 
appointment  given  by  the  settlement,  or  a  due  execution 
eo  far  as  it  directed  the  postponement  of  the  payment  of 
the  capital  of  the  trust  fund  or  any  of  the  shares 
thereof. 

The  bill  was  filed  for  a  declaration  as  to  the  rights  and 
interests  of  the  parties. 

Mr.  H.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Milne^  for  the  PlaintiflTs,  re- 
fened  to  2Sugd.  on  Powers  (a). 

Mr.  Sandys,  for  the  executrix. 

Mr. 
(a)  Pttge  272 (7lh«dit.) 
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1855.  Mr*  Turner,  for  the  son  Charles  Alexander  Wilson. 


Wilson 

V, 

Wilson. 


Mr.  Schomberg,  for  the  trustees. 


June  8.  The  MASTER  of  the  RoLLS. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  with 
respect  to  the  construction  of  this  will.  The  settlement 
appears  to  me  to  have  clearly  made  the  children  of  the 
marriage  and  the  issue  of  a  parent  who  had  died  before 
the  survivor  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wilson  the  objects  of  the 
power. 

Then  Mr.  Wilson  has,  by  his  will,  expressly  professed 
to  execute  that  power,  under  which  he  had  the  power  of 
appointing  the  fund  amongst  all  the  objects  of  the  power, 
in  such  manner  and  proportions  as  he  pleased.  He 
mighty  therefore,  if  he  had  thought  fit,  have  given  a  life 
interest  in  one  share  to  one,  and  the  capital  of  it  to 
another.  What  he  does  is,  to  divide  it,  in  fact,  into 
eight  shares  among  his  six  daughters  and  his  two  sons, 
and  then  he  directs  that  the  share  of  each  daughter  shall 
be  divided  into  two  parts,  and  that  one-half  shall  be 
paid  to  her  on  attaining  twenty-one  or  marriage,  and 
the  other  half  shall  be  retained  and  the  interest  applied 
for  the  benefit  of  his  unmarried  daughters,  and  upon 
the  death  of  the  surviving  unmarried  daughter,  the 
capital  of  the  fund  is  to  be  divided  among  his  children 
and  their  issue.  He  says,  ''  will  be  divisible  amongst 
my  said  children  or  their  lawful  issue,  as  hereinbefore 
set  forth."  1  think  that  is  perfectly  valid,  and  that  the 
meaning  of  it  was  to  keep  this  one-half  set  apart  for  in- 
creasing the  provision  for  the  unmarried  daughters,  and 
that  on  the  death  of  the  surviving  unmarried  daughter^ 
when  that  event  occurred,  it  was  to  be  divided  amongst 

the 
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the  objects  of  the  power;  that  is  to  say,  amongst  the        1855. 
sons  and  daughters,  or  if  there  had  been  any,  the  issue 
of  such  of  them  as  had  died  before  the  survivor  of  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Wilson^  which  event  did  not  occur. 

I  shall,  therefore,  make  a  declaration  to  that  effect 


LITTLEJOHNS  v.  HOUSEHOLD. 

June  21,  22. 
rpHE  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  October,  1822,  DeTweofreal 
^     devised  a  freehold  house  to  his  three  daughters,  daughters  foT 

Catherine,  Ann    and    Elizabeth   for    life,  and    after  life?  ^d*^^ 

their  decease 
their  decease   to  his  three  grandchildren,    Catherine,  to  three  grand- 

Christiana  and  William,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  share  ^^0^°!^ 
and  share  alike;  and  he  authorized  bis  trustees  to  convey  common  in 
and  assure  the  said  freehold  messuage  to  his  said  grand-  ^  Neither 
children,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  in  such  shares  as  afore-  ^}^^  grand- 
said.   And  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  either  of  his  said  Iq  the  life^ 
grandchildren  in  the  lifetime  of  his  said  daughters,  then  j"®^l'^V 
the  testator  desired  that  the  share  of  them  so  dying  share  of  them 
should  be  transferred  to  the  survivors,  ahd  if  only  one  J^t^ns^^red" 

should  be  living,  then  to  him  or  her  so  svarviving.  to  the  '<  sur- 

vivors," and  if 
only  one 

The  daughter,  Catherine,  sui*vived  her  two  sisters  and  f}>?"id  ^ 

1  1  •1 1  11      !•    1  •     -ir.    ^  living,  then  to 

the  three  grandchildren,  and  she  died  m  1854.  him  or  her  so 

"  surviving." 
The  survivor  of 
Christiana,  the  survivor  of,  the  three  grandchildren,  the  daughters 
J*  J  •     loco  outlived  the 

died  m  1852.  three  grand- 

Unon  children. 
^  Held,  that  the 
larviTorship  had  reference  to  the  death  of  the  last  tenant  for  life  and  not  to  a  survivor- 
ihip  between  the  grandchildren,  that  the  divesting  clause  never  took  effect,  and  that, 
on  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  three  daughters,  the  heirs  of  the  thm  grand- 
ehfldren  took  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee. 


CASIS  m  CHANOKEI. 

Upontbedcmthof  the  testmlor  s  dM^jliler  Grffamc^ 
tbe  PlmhUiff,  as  tk  bar  of  Ckritiiamtt^  the  aBnriYn« 
gniidbhfld,  duned  to  be  eotitled  under  the  will  and, 
in  the  efenti  which  had  happened^  to  Ae  entire^  of 
the  fireehold  house.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Defendant, 
the  hdr  of  the  giand-dai^ler  CktAoiae,  clwned  to  be 
entitled  to  one-third  part  as  the  heiress  at  law  €)i  her 


Mr.  iZi^eff  and  Mr.  W.B.  feat, far  the  Plaintifl^ 
contended  that  ChrisHaata^  havii^  snrmed  the  other 
two  gfanchikken  of  the  trsUtor,  becase  cwAkd  mder 
the  lastclanseofthewilltothemdretTof  the  premises; 
SemfieU  w.  £KnMr(a>;  Amifwbms  r.  JBTarfjiaa  (t> ;  and 
tfaeiefiwe  that  the  PUntifl;  her  heir-«t-law,  was  now 
kesetoL  Ther  di&angaaAed  the  c»e  froaa  Akrw 
T.J%rtaHBi(r);  Sfaiyev t.  PearMi < A 


Mr.  iZL  Pmtmer  and  Mr.  IT  Adflpvyten,  far  the 
DefendanL  The  cpKstion  is.  whether  the  words  *  snr- 
Tifon"*  and  ^  sarnriog"'  aie  to  be  cocstraed  as  meaning 
the  ssrrtrors  oc*  the  three  gnodchildren  MMitr  jr^  or 
ssrrivoffs  at  the  leath  of  the  bst  of  the  teoants  for  Kfe;. 
The  btter  is  the  peeper  cocsstrcctkn,  fcr  the  death  of 
the  bet  of  the  teaantefiv  Efewi^  the  pmcdof  dnresdi^ 
the  estaule  if  it  was  to  be  diTested.  cr  cf  trutsferrics^  it  if 
it  «ws  to  be  traxiKferTcd.  It  w»  tbm  ^>  be  trajosfened, 
bat  to  whoaa  *  WhT«  of  coarse  to  the  three  grxndchil- 
drew.  Tbe  trustees  had  to  deal  with  tike  es€x:e  tB  tbe 
death  of  the  fcK<  of  the  tesiaats  i?r  t^^  a:z<d  then  tbe 
tzQst  «^  sadsfied  and  at  an  ecx!.  mad  aC  the  Yfrnnatictas 


i«er.    There  is^  in  sheets  a  trs&c.  iMt  a  «ie«erBtiaBadoa 

of 


LlTTLRJOBNt 
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of  ^liat  trust,  but  the  limitation  diyesting  the  estate  in        1856. 
listiroaff  of  survivors  or  a  survivor  is  gone,  because  there 
wTEid  none  at' the  death  of  the  last  tenant  for  life.    The 
point  was  decided  in  the  case  of  McDonald  v.  Brtfce{a).  HooisHOLDi 
Tb&y  cited  Wafe  v.  WatsoHy  decided  recently  by  the 
Lorde  Justices;    Cripps  v.    Wolcott(b);    Siurgess  r: 
f^^^MTsanie);  WUliams^.  Tartt(d);  Eaton  v.  Barker  (,e); 
Jf£^>A^U  V.  Bvrder  (J) ;  Wagstaff^.  Cro8by(g) ;  Taylor 
r^'  .^3everUy{h);  HarrtBon  v.  Foreman  (i). 

IVIr.  PhiUtp^f  for  another  Defendant,  took  no  part  in 
tb^  <3iscussion. 

lM!r.  Roupelly  in  reply.     One  rule  has  been  laid  down 

i«^       Cripps  V.  Wolcott{Jb\  and  another  in  Sturgess  v. 

^^€MTson{c)^  and  the  question  is,  which  is  applicable  to 

tl^is  case.    The  survivorship  of  the  grandchildren  ought 

to  l>e  construed  survivorship  intei'  se. 

The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  there  is  not  much  difficulty  on  the  face  of  this 

^ill.     There  is  a  plain  gift  for  life  in  the  first  instance 

^  the  testator's  daughters,  and  there  is  a  clear  vested 

^niainder  to  the  three  grandchildren  as  tenants  in 

common  in  fee,  which  cannot  be  taken  away  or  divested 

except  by  express  words.    The  words  are — {^His  Honor 

fetid  the  divesting  clause.^    Those  being  the  words,  the 

^inestion  is,  in  the  first  place,  when  is  the  transfer  of  the 

^tate  totake  place?  It  can  only  take  place  after  the  death 

of  the  surviving  tenant  for  life,  that  is,  after  the  death 

of 

(«)   16  Bern.  581.  {/)  2  Coll  130. 

(^)  4  Madd.  11.  (g)  2  Coll.  746. 

(c)  4  Mudd.  411.  (A)  1  CoU,  108. 

W)  2  CoU.  85.  (i)  5  Fci.  207. 
(0  2Cotf.l24. 
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1853.  of  tlie  suniTuig  daughter  of  the  testator.  The  same 
period  most  be  the  time  for  diTesting  the  estate,  io  case 
it  was  dirested.  ^  SarriTing,"  therefore,  at  the  end  of 
the  claiise,  means  sorririiig  the  last  tenant  for  lifis.  The 
case  of  Crippg  ▼.  Wolcoity  therefore,  dearly  applies  to 
this  case,  and  this  is  made  clear  by  the  word  **  trans- 
ferred," becaose  there  could  be  no  transfer  till  after  the 
death  of  the  last  tenant  for  life ;  and  Simrges$r.  Pearmm 
also  applies,  for  in  that  case  the  gift  was  a  Tested  in- 
terest sabject  to  be  dirested  in  feyoor  of  sonmrors,  bat 
none  snrrived,  and  therefore  there  was  no  diresting. 

AmtrobmM  ▼.  Hodgson  (a)  does  not  apply  here,  for  that 
was  a  case  in  which  the  question  arose  between  the 
sunrivor  and  a  residaary  legatee,  and  not  between  the 
sorriTor  and  the  representatiyes  of  a  predeceased  le- 
gatee, the  Defendant  Hodgson  bong,  in  feet,  the  repre- 
sentatire  of  both  children.  The  question  there  was^ 
whether  the  gift  was  Tested  at  all,  there  being  no  gift 
to  the  children  but  in  the  direction  to  pay. 

I  am  of  opinioD  that  Stwgeu  t.  Pearson  and  Cripps 
T.  Wolcott  apply,  and  that  the  word  ^  transferred*^  makes 
it  quite  clear  that  the  shares  Tested  in  the  grandchildren 
and  passed  to  their  representatives.  The  Plaintiff,  there- 
fore, takes  his  two-tbirds,  one  as  heir  of  Christiana  and 
the  other  as  representiag  William,  and  the  Defendant 
C  M.  Household  is  entitled  to  one-third. 

(a)  16  Simons,  450. 
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1855. 


FRUER  r.  BOUQUET. 

June  23,  26. 
.MES  CASTLE,  the  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  Under  the 
in  March,  1818,  bequeathed  pecuniary  legacies  of  ^e'l^p^J//?4 
20Z.  each  to  the  wives  of  his  two  executors,  John  Affom-  c  40,  the  gift 
fr<>^  and  Alexander  Truss,  and  to  Agomhar  himself  he  t^e  w^of  the 

gave  "  the  Bible  and  Testament  in  two  volumes :"  but  execu^'  do«». 
,  ,  not  prevent  hit 

ne  Toade  no  residuary  bequest  taking  the  un- 

dispoted-of 
rendne  hene- 
Xhe  testator  died  a  few  days  after,  and  the  will  was  fidally. 

proved  by  both  executors,  the  property  being  sworn 

^^der  600Z.     Truss,  who  was  the  acting  executor,  sur- 

^▼ed  Agomhar,  and  died  in  September,  1851,  having  by 

^^B  will  bequeathed  his  residuary  personal  estate  to  three 

charities,  and  appointed  the  Defendants  Bouquet  and 

elements  executors. 

,  After  the  death  of  Truss,  application  was  made  to  his 
executors  for  an  account  of  the  residue  of  Castle's  estate, 
and  several  communications  took  place  between  the 
solicitors  of  the  parties,  in  consequence  of  which  search 
was  made  among  the  papers  of  TVuss,  and  the  residuary 
account  was  found.  From  this  it  appeared,  that  the 
balance  in  hand,  after  payment  of  the  legacies,  was 
220Z.  8s.  Id.,  that  the  duty  of  10/.  per  cent,  had  been 
paid  upon  that  sum,  and  that  the  executors  intended  to 
retain  the  remainder  for  their  own  use.  It  did  not 
appear  whether  any  portion  of  the  balance  had  been 
received  by  Agomhar,  whose  representative  was  not 
a  party  to  the  claim. 

The  original  claim  was  filed  in  October,  1852,  but  in 

Mays  1855,  the  name  of  Rebecca  Fruer  was,  by  arrange- 

YOL.  XXI.  D  ment, 
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ment,  substitated  for  that  of  the  original  Plaintiff,  the 
amended  claim  being  by  Rebecca  Fruer,  on  behalf  of 
herself  and  all  other,  if  any,  the  next  of  kin  of  the  tes- 
tator, James  Castle,  against  Bouquet  and  Clements,  for 
the  administration  of  his  residuary  personal  estate. 

The  case  having  arisen  before  the  statute  of  I  WtlL4, 
c.  40,  the  question  was,  whether  the  executors  were  be- 
neficially entitled  to  the  residue,  or  took  it  as  trustees 
for  the  next  of  kin,  and  thus  involving  the  question, 
whether  the  gift  to  the  wives  of  the  executors  was  to  be 
considered  as  a  gift  to  themselves. 

Mr.  Lewis  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  case,  having  arisen 
before  the  statute,  is  governed  by  the  law  existing  prior 
thereto,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  executors  take 
the  residue  beneficially,  or  <hold  it  merely  as  trustees 
for  the  next  of  kin.  Here  the  legacies  to  their  wives 
are  in  fact  legacies  to  themselves,  and  therefore,  ac- 
cording to  the  authorities,  the  testator  did  not  intend 
them  to  take  the  residue  beneficially,  but  as  trustees. 
Dawson  v.  Clarke  {a);  Giraud  v.  Hanbury  (Jb) ',  Mor- 
daunt  V.  Hussey  (c);  Petit  v.  Smith  (d) ;  Farrington  v. 
Knightlyie) ;  Pratt  v.  Sladden  (,/);  Russell  v.  Clowes  (g); 
and  see  Love  v.  Gaze  (A). 

Mr.  RoupeU  and  Mr.  W.  D,  Lewis,  contri,  contended 
that  the  executors  took  beneficially,  and  cited  2  Rop. 
Leg,  (f),  and  the  cases  there  referred  to. 

Mr.  Lewis,  in  reply,  cited  Muckleston  v.  Brawn  (A). 

The 
(a)  18  Fef.  254.  (/)  14  Fes.  197. 

(6)  3  Mer.  150.  (g)  2  ColL  648. 

(c)  4  Fcf.  117.  (A)  8  Bttir.  472. 

id)  1  P.  Wm.  7.  (i)  Page  640  (3rd  edit) 

(e)  1  P.  Wms.  544.  {k)  6  Fes.  64. 
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The  MuTBR  of  the  Rolls  Baid,  the  only  question  on 
^lie  will  was,  whether  the  gift  to  the  wives  of  the  execu- 
^lors  WAS  a  gift  to  the  executors  themselves,  and  that  be         *^*^ 
-v^oold  consider  the  point  Booohst. 


Tke  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  on  this  claim  arose  upon  the  construe-      June  26. 
tion  of  the  will  of  James  Castle^  in  respect  to  a  point 
which  cannot  arise  upon  any  will  made  since  Sir  Ed- 
ward Sugden's  Act,  which  alters  the  law  with  respect 
to  the  right  of  executors  to  the  residue  undisposed  of. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  executors  take  the  residue 
undisposed  of  beneficially.     It  is  clear,  that  under  the 
old  law,  the  executors  take  everything  undisposed  of, 
unless  you  can  shew  on  the  will  that  that  was  not 
the  intention  of  the  testator.    The  case  of  Foster  v. 
itfunt  (a),  in  which  Lord  Jeffries  decided,  that  where  a 
kgacy  is  given  to  executors  for  their  care,  they  do  not 
take  the  residue  undisposed  of  beneficially,  but  are  trus- 
tees for  the  next  of  kin,  has  been  followed  since  in 
varioos  other  cases,  with  slight  variations.   In  this  case, 
the  only  circumstance  to  indicate  the  intention  of  the 
testator  that  they  are  trustees  is,  that  the  testator  gives 
to  the  wife  of  each  of  the  executors  the  sum  of  20/., 
which,  it  is  contended,  is  equivalent  to  a  gift  to  the 
executors  themselves,  because,  as  they  will  be  entitled 
to  receive  and  to  give  a  discharge  for  the  legacy,  they 
will  thereby  take  an  equal  benefit.     It  seems  very  un- 
likely, if  the  testator  intended  a  benefit  to  his  executors, 
that  he  should  not  have  given  it  to  them  distinctly.     It 
is  also  possible,  that  the  legacy  to  the  wife  might  have 
been  settled  by  the  marriage  settlement  of  the  wife,  as 

by 

(o)  1  Vernon,  473. 
d2 
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by  a  covenant  therein  contained  to  settle  any  legacy 
which  might  come  to  her,  and  if  so,  it  would  be  taken 
OQt  of  the  executor's  power.  In  this  case,  the  testator 
died  in  ISlS^and  the  suit  was  not  commenced  till  1854, 
thirty-six  years  after,  and  when  the  property  had  been 
enjoyed  ever  since  by  the  executors.  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  I  cannot  now  treat  these  legacies  to  their  wives  as 
legacies  to  themselves;  the  interest  is  separate  and 
distinct.  It  is  possible  that  the  husbands  might  have 
been  entitled  to  receive  them,  but  at  this  distance  of 
time  I  cannot  ascertain  this,  and  if  the  legacies  had 
been  of  large  amount  the  wives  would  have  had  an 
equity  to  a  settlement  thereout 


I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  authorities  on  the 
subject  except  two,  which,  though  not  directly  in  point, 
have  some  bearing  on  it.  One  is  the  case  of  Newsiead 
y.  Johnston  (a),  and  is,  in  the  reasoning,  the  converse  of 
the  present  case.  The  other  case  is  WiUon  v.  Ivat  (J), 
in  which  Sir  John  Strange  held,  that  an  executor  was 
not  excluded  from  taking  the  residue,  by  a  real  estate 
given  to  his  wife.  That  is,  that  a  gift  to  the  wife  of  the 
executor,  though  it  conferred  a  benefit  on  the  husband, 
for  he  would  take  the  rents  during  the  joint  lives  of 
himself  and  his  wife,  did  not  exclude  him  from  the 
residue. 


I  am  of  opinion,  on  the  construction  of  the  will,  in 
the  present  case,  that  the  presumption  in  favour  of  the 
executor  lis  not  rebutted,  and  I  must  dismiss  the  claim 
without  costs. 


(a)  2  Atk,  45,  and  better  re- 
ported 9  Modem,  242. 


(6)  2  Vu.  ten,  166. 


Note. — Affirmed  by  tbe  Lord  Chancellor,  January,  1856. 
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SIMMONS  V.  ROSE. 

June  29. 
npHE  testator,  LetvU  Hose,  after  directing  payment  of  The  testator, 

^     all  his  debts,  devised  the  residue  of  his  freehold  jJ^^J^T^f  ^^ 

and  copyhold  estates  to  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  debti,  devised 

.   1      I        r.      t  »     hu  real  estate 
upon  trust,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his  to  his  exe- 

decease,  to  sell  and  absolutely  dispose  of  the  same,  and  <^*®"»  "P?° 
*v    X  ,.  ,    1         ,  .      i.  ,    trust  to  sell, 

ine  testator  directed  that  the  moneys  to  arise  from  such  and  he  directed 

sales  should  be  deemed  to  be  part  of  his  personal  estate,  j^^^ijJ'oSJj'b^ 

and  that  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  hereditaments,  till  deemed  part  of 

*eir  sale,  "  should  be  deemed  to  be  part  of  the  annual  estafcTand  that 

income  of  bis  personal  estate,"  and   that  the  same  t^«  ^^^  , 
m^  *  «         1      , ,    1  t  .  I      until  the  sale, 

moneys,  rents  and   profits   should   be   subject  to   the  should  be 

dispositions  thereinafter  made  concerning  his  personal  ^^^^  ?■**  ^ 

°  *^    .  the  annual  m- 

^^te,  and   the  annual   income   thereof,  respectively,  come  of  his 

And  as  touching  his  personal  estate,  he  bequeathed  the  J^a^hJIt  rtw*** 

same  to  his  said  trustees,  upon  trust  to  invest  the  same  >ame  moneyi 

''J  Consols,  and  pay  certain  legacies ;  and  he  appointed  .hould  be  sub- 

*e  trustees  his  executors.  i^\  to  the  dis- 

position there- 
^  inafter  made  of 

*  he  testator  died  in  1853.   The  question  which  arose  his  personal 

^^^^cen  the  heir-at-law  and  next  of  kin  was,  whether,  jJIcome 

^P^«X  the  construction  of  the  testator's  will,  the  debts  thereof;  and 
fin/l    ■■  •  1  •  1        •         M  /»    1  ne  bequeathed 

«ij(i   legacies  were  to  be  paid  primarily  out  of  the  per-  his  personal 

^^^l  estate,  or  out  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  rate-  f» ^1*  ^^^^ 
1 ,  '  '^  ,  trustees  to  m- 

^^'V* »  as  a  common  fund.  vest  it  in  con- 

sols, upon 

"^r.  Haynes,  and  Mr.  Lemn,  for  the  trustees.  certain  le- 

gacies.   Held, 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  G.  L.  Rutull,  for  the  next  of  kin,  Sj  *^ 

argued  ©■tate  were 
blended,  and 
applicable  paripauu  in  payment  of  the  debts  and  legacies. 
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argued  that  the  testator  had  directed  a  sale  of  the  realty, 
and  blended  the  real  and  personal  estate,  so  as  to  ren- 
der the  debts  and  legacies  payable  out  of  that  common 
fund. 

Mr.  Raupell  and  Mr.  E.  F.  Smith,  for  the  heir-at- 
law,  argued,  that  the  personal  estate  was,  as  in  other 
cases,  the  primary  fund  for  payment  of  the  debt  and 
legacies,  and  that  the  real  estate  only  came  in  aid. 
The  cases  of  RoberU  v.  Walker  {a) -^  Stacker  y.  Har^ 
hn  (&) ;  Salt  v.  Chattaway  (c) ;  Booth  ▼.  BlundeU  (ji)  ; 
Fitch  V.  Weher  (e) ;  Boughton  v.  Jemus  (/) ;  Boughtom 
V.  Boughton(g);  Bobinson  v.  Taylor  {h),  were  cited. 
And  see  Hophinton  v.  EUisii) ;  ShaUcross  v.  Wright{k); 
FaUtner  ▼.  Grace  (/) ;  Bobinson  ▼•  Governor  of  London 
Hospital {m);  Attorney-General  y.  Southgate  (n) ;  West 
Y.  CoU{o)i  Young  ▼•  HassarcUp);  Tench  ▼.  Cheese  (q), 
on  appeal ;  Tatlock  v.  Jenkins  (r) ;  Cradock  ▼.  Owen  (js) ; 
S  Jarman  on  Wills  {t),  were  cited.  And  as  to  the  effect 
of  blending  funds^  see  Genery  v.  Fitzgerald  {u) ;  Mire- 
house  V.  Scaife  (x),  and  Bench  v.  Biles  {y). 

The  Mast£R  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  I  should  be  striking  express  words  out  of  this 
will,  if  I  were  to  hold,  that  the  real  estate  was  applicable 
merely  in  aid  of  the  personal  estate,  and  to  be  applied, 

only 

(«)  1  Bmml  if  Myl,  753.  (n)  12  Sim.  81 ;   rerened  12 

(6)  3  Bern.  479.  L.  J.  {N.  S.)  Ch,  147. 

(c)  3  Beav.  576.  (o)  4  F.  4-  CoU,  (Exch.)  462. 

(rf)  1  Mer.  193;  19  Vet.  517.  (p)  1  Jones  4  LaL  470. 

(e)  6  Hare,  51.  (9)  19  Beav.  p.  28. 

(/)  1  Coii.  33.  (r)  1  Kay,  p.  656. 

(g)  1  H.  of  L.  Cfli.  406.  («)  2  5ma/ir  4-  G.  241. 

(A)  1  ref.>ii.  44.  (/)  Page  549. 

(i)  10  Beav.  172.  («)  /aco6,  468. 

(*)  12  Beav.  505.  (x)  2  3/y.  4-  Cr.  p.  708. 

(/)  9  Hare,  282.  (y)  4  Aia/d.  187. 
(m)  10  Oirv,  22. 
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only  80  for  as  the  personal  estate  was  deficient^  for  pay-  1866* 
meot  of  the  debts  and  legacies ;  for  there  is  an  express 
direction,  not  merely  to  convert  it  out  and  oat,  ^'to  sell 
and  absolutely  dispose''  of  it,  but  a  direction  that  the 
moEaeys  arising  from  the  sale  shall  be  deemed  part  of 
the  personal  estate.  The  will  also  provides,  that  in  the 
mea^ntime,  and  until  the  property  is  sold,  the  income 
sh&ll  be  deemed  part  of  the  annual  income  of  his  per- 
wnaJ  estate.  Then  the  testator  goes  on  to  say,  that  the 
saoae  moneys,  rents  and  profits,  that  is  the  produce  of 
Us  estate,  shall  be  subject  to  the  disposition  thereinafter 
ma.<l«  concerning  his  personal  estate  and  the  annual  in- 
concic  thereof.  And,  as  touching  his  personal  estate, 
(ih«.t  is  to  say,  the  whole  fund,  for  he  makes  it  all  per- 
ux^ml  estate,  avd  one  fund,)  he  bequeaths  it  to  his  exe- 
CD^torsy  and  directs  them  to  hold  it  on  trust  to  pay  a 
gieai  many  of  the  legaxsies. 

1  thiak  this  is  a  stronger  case  than  Moberts  v.  Walher, 
for  he  creates  and  makes  it  one  fund  of  personal  estate 
'^  the  hands  of  the  trustees  for  the  purposes  of  his  will. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  in  this  case  the  real 
And  personal  estates  must  be  applied  together  for  the 
purpose  of  the  payment  of  these  legacies. 

NoTB.— Affirmed  by  Lord  Crmuoorth,  January  18, 1856. 
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RUMSEY  V.  RUMSEY. 
•JjJ  6^'  Ex  parte  J.  C.  RUMSEY. 

the*new  mac-    T^HIS  was  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  estate 

tice,  under  the    •*•     of  the  testator  in  the  cause,  and  on  the  14th  of 

c86,  §.56,  in   March,   1864,  an  order  was  made,   directing   certain 

r^  *'^**'®      mortgaged  premises  to  be  sold  ;  they  were  accordingly 

an  abstract  of   sold  on  the  23rd  of  June  following, 
title  is  sub- 
mitted to 

S?re£w?r  ^°  ^^^  ^^^  o{  December,  1864,  an  order  was  made 
ditionsofsale.  on  further  directions,  referring  it  to  the  Taxing  Master 
ing  m^e  cer-   ^  ^*  ^^^  Defendant  John  Crook  Rumsey  (the  present 

\MXiqwriei  Petitioner)  his  costs,  charges  and  expenses  properly 
upon  four  .  ,.  ,  ,  °.         ^    I  !.. 

sheeuoftheab-  incurred  m  or  about  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the 

dor'^s^Hcitor"  ^'"  ^^  ^^^  testator,  and  relating  thereto,  and  his  costs 
charged  1/.  If.  of  this  suit,  as  between  solicitor  and  client, 
for  perusing 
the  same,  &c., 

for^ttc^'d^'      In  pursuance  of  this  order,  the  Petitioner's  bill  of 
fair  copy  of      costs,  charges  and  expenses  was  taxed,  and  the  Taxing 
for  Uie  pur-      Master  disallowed  the  two  following  items : — 
chaser's  soli- 
Taxing  Master       ^^ay  19th. — Mr.  Waller  having  raised  cer- 
disallowed  the  ^^in  queries  on  the  title,  perusing  and 

reduced  the  considering  same,  and  inspecting  several 

second  to  ^r 

13«.  Ad.,  which  "* 

be  allowed  for 

recop^-ing  the  four  spoiled  sheets  of  the  abstract,  to  render  it  fit  to  be  sent  to  the  pur- 
chaser's solicitor.  On  a  petition  to  review,  held,  that  the  Taxing  Master  was  right,  and 
that  they  were  matters  entirely  within  the  discretion  of  the  Taxing  Master. 

The  solicitor  usually  charges  for  drawing  the  conditions  of  sale,  though  they  are 
really  drawn  by  Counsel,  and  he  is  thereby  remunerated  for  tlie  trouble  of  answering 
Counsel's  queries, 

A  second  fair  copy  of  abstract  is  not  allowed,  except  undei-  special  circumstances,  aa 
where  the  notes  of  counsel  render  the  copy  laid  before  him  wholly  unfit  to  go  to  the 
piuchaser. 
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£  s.    d. 
of  the  deeds   and   drawings,  answers 

thereto  and  copy 1     10 

Copy  abstract  of  the  title  for  the  pur- 
chaser's solicitor,  26  sheets     ••..468 


RUMIIT. 

Ex  par  U 

RUMIET. 


17he  Petitioner  having  objected  to  the  disallowance, 
tb^  Taxing  Master,  on  reconsideration,  disallowed  the 
firs-^  item  as  before,  but  he  only  reduced  the  second 
iteixi  to  I3s.  4cLf  which  sum  he  allowed  in  respect  of 
iouv- sheets  of  the  copy  submitted  to  Counsel,  on  which 
Oounsel  had  written  his  notes  and  queries.    These  four 
Bbeets  required  to  be  recopied  to  render  the  copy  ab- 
stract submitted  to  Counsel  fit  to  be  sent  to  the  pur- 
chaser's solicitor. 


The  Taxing  Master  in  his  certificate  stated  his  rea- 
sons for  such  disallowance  and  allowance  as  follows  :«- 


**  No.  !•  Mr.  Waller  is  the  Conveyancer  employed  by 
the  Defendant  to  peruse  the  title  and  draw  conditions. 
1*he  solicitor,  as  is  usual,  charges  for  drawing  the  con- 
ditions. I  have  disallowed  this  charge,  because  I  con- 
sider the  solicitor  b  remunerated  for  his  trouble  in  an- 
swering the  queries  of  his  Counsel,  by  the  charge  for 
^r«i-wng  the  conditions." 

"  No.  2.   It  is  not  usual  to  charge  for  a  second  fair 

copy  of  the  abstract  for  the  purchaser,  unless  under 

B^cial  circumstances,  when  Counsel  have  made  notes 

on  the  copy  laid  before  him,  so  as  to  render  it  unfit  to 

go  to  the  purchaser.    For  this  reason,  I  have  disallowed 

^e  second  copy  charged,  except  four  sheets,  on  the  back 

oF^hich  Mr.  Waller  seems  to  have  written  his  opinion." 

A  petition  was  then  presented  to  review  the  taxation. 

Mr. 
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1855.  Mr.  Waller,  in  sapport  of  the  Petitioner. 


RUMSBT 
RUMBST. 

Erpartc 
RuHixr. 


Julys. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


The  Mastsb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  hare  ascertained,  that  according  to  the  old  practice 
it  was  not  customary,  except  in  difficult  cases,  ta  sentt 
an  abstract  of  title  to  Counsel  to  prepare  the  conAtion^ 
of  sale,  before  putting  the  property  up  to  sale  by* 
auction ;  but  the  solicrtor  used  to  draw  the  condition? 
of  sale,  and  he  was  allowed  to  charge  for  a  draft  abstract 
of  title,  and  one  fair  copy  of  it  which  was  delivered  to 
the  purchaser ;  the  abstract  thus  delivered  to  the  pur- 
chaser was  returned  by  him,  with  his  queries  written 
upon  ft ;  and  it  was  not  usual  to  have  two  fair  copies. 
Under  the  Statute  for  the  Improvement  of  the  Juris- 
diction of  Equity  (a),  and  the  General  Orders  of  the 
Court  (ft),  before  a  sale  by  the  Court,  an  abstract  of  the 
title  is  now  laid  before  the  Conveyancing  Counsel,  with 
a  view  to  the  preparation  of  the  conditions  of  sale.   The 
question  raised  is  this  : — Whether  a  second  copy  of  the 
abstract  to  be  delivered  to  the  purchaser  shall  be  allowed 
as  a  matter  of  course ;  and  I  think  it  ought  not.    There 
may  be  special  circumstances  in  which  a  second  copy 
may  be  allowed,  but  they  do  not  exist  in  the  present 
case. 


Where  some  of  the  sheets  of  an  abstract,  which  has 
been  laid  before  Counsel,  are  rendered  useless  by  remarks 
written  upon  it,  and  new  sheets  are  prepared  and  sub- 
stituted in  their  place,  the  recopying  of  such  new  sheets 
is  allowed,  and  in  this  case  that  allowance  has  been 
made.  This,  however,  is  not  a  matter  of  course^^but  lies 

in 
(a)  15  ^  16  Vict,  c  86,  1.  56.  (b)  Ord,  Can.  534^1 
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in  the  discretion  of  the  Taxing  Master ;  and  if  sheets  are       1865. 
Tendered  useless,  the  recopying  may,  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Taxing  Master,  be  allowed  for. 

As  to  the  second  item,  Counsel  having  raised  objec-  Eummt! 
tipns  and  made  sundry  queries  with  reference  to  the 
title,  the  solicitor  has  charged  for  perusing  the  same, 
inspecting  deeds,  &c.,  and  copy.  The  Taxing  Master 
says,  that  he  is  remunerated  for  this  by  the  charge  usually 
made  for  drawing  the  conditions  of  sale,  and  that  it  is 
not  a  matter  of  course  to  allow  this  charge,  for  the  soli- 
citor is,  in  fiact,  relieved  from  the  labour  of  drawing  the 
conditions  of  sale  by  Counsel.  This  is  a  matter  also  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Taxing  Master,  and  is  not  to  be 
allowed  as  of  course.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  Tax- 
ing Master  is  right,  and  the  petition  must  be  dismissed 
ivithout  costs. 


SUDLOW  V.  The  DUTCH  RHENISH  Railway 

Company. 

July  19, 210. 
rpHE  Dutch  Rhenish  Railway  Company  was  a  Dutch  Bill  by  an 

^   company  or  iociiU  anont/me,  established  in  1846,  Elffa^ilSr 

in  conformity  with  the  Netherlands  Code  of  Commerce,  a  Dutch  rail- 

and  had  for  its  object  the  working  of  a  railway  between  toTL^eJeJ' 

Am9ierdam  and  Amheim.    The  goyeming  body  or  the  JP^*  • '«^ 

^direction''  was  in  Holland,  as  well  as  the  persons  8harei,diV 

eompoeing  it,  with  immaterial  exceptions,  and  there  ^IJ^^*^^. 

was  a  secretary  and  oflSce  in  London,  where  a  copy  of  dertaking  and 

the  registw  of  shares  was  kept,  which  was  to  be  duly  foJ^OT^\Jd°* 

posted  np  by  the  secretary.  there  being  a 

decidon  in  the 
Dutch  Courts 

The  17th  and  13lh  Articles  of  the  statutes  of  the  Jlf^jg..^*^ 

company,  fiew. 
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company,  virbich  was  in  the  form  of  a  decree  of  the 
King  of  the  Netherlands^  were  as  follows : — 

''Art.  17.  In  case  a  subscriber  or  shareholder  should 
make  default  in  paying  up  one  or  more  of  the  instal- 
ments due  within  the  time  specified/'  &c.,  ''  such  shares 
shall,  after  public  notice  being  given  in  the  newspapers 
named  in  Article  13,  and  after  the  delay  of  a  further 
time  of  fourteen  days,  be  forfeited^  with  all  the  instal- 
ments already  paid  thereon,  for  the  benefit  of  the  com- 
pany, unless  the  head  direction^  empowered  for  that 
purpose  by  the  general  direction,  should  think  proper 
to  sell  such  shares,  either  publicly  or  privately,  at  the 
profit  or  loss  of  the  person  liable,  and  to  sue  such  per- 
son for  the  eventual  deficiency  on  the  whole  subscrip- 
tion." 


The  13th  Article  provided,  that  the  public  advertise- 
ment was  to  be  ''  deemed  perfectly  sufficient  and  valid, 
with  respect  to  the  shareholders,  if  inserted  in  at  least 
three  Netherlands  newspapers,  published  in  the  cities  of 
Amsterdam^  Rotterdam,  Utrecht  or  Arnheim,  and  in  at 
least  two  English  newspapers  published  in  London,*^ 

Sudlow,  the  owner  of  1,955  shares  in  the  company, 
had  paid  the  first  three  deposits.  The  shares  having 
become  greatly  depreciated  in  consequence  of  the  events 
of  1848,  he,  with  many  others,  made  default  in  payment 
of  the  fourth  deposit,  and  on  the  29th  of  April,  1848,  a 
meeting  was  held  of  the  general  direction,  and  such 
meeting,  by  a  resolution  then  passed,  empowered  the 
head  direction  to  sell,  agreeably  to  Article  17  of  the 
Statutes,  the  shares  on  which  the  third  and  fourth  calls 
had  not  been  paid,  at  the  profit  or  loss  of  the  share- 
holders in  default,  in  whose  names  they  were  registered, 
either  publicly  or  privately,  and  to  sue  such  persons 

liable 
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Ii^l)le  for  the  eTentual  deficiency  of  the  whole  subscrip- 
tioM^  of  such  shares. 

Mi  was  afterwards  discovered  that  due  notices  had  not 
b^^^n  advertised  in  the  newspapers  in  conformity  with 
^b  ^  13th  Article,  and  that,  therefore,  the  resolution  was 
ii:^^^7^alid. 

Subsequently,  however,  notices  were  duly  published 

iz^     -fthe  newspapers  of  Holland  and  England^  fixing  the 

l^^h  of  t/tc/y,  1848,  as  the  final  period  for  payment  of 

tb.^  calls,  and  adding  that  all  shares  on  which  the  third 

3.1:^  d  fourth  calls  had  not  been  paid  would  be  irrevocably 

'<>K-^eited«    The  notice,  however,  went  on  to  make  the 

*<> Hewing  reservation,  "  the  head  direction^  empowered 

"^^^reto  by  the  meeting  of  the  general  direction^  by  reso- 

l^^^ion  dated  the  29th  oi  April  of  this  year,  reserving  to 

^^^^^If,  at  the  same  time,  the  power  of  causing  those 

®^«ires  in  default  to  be  sold,  either  publicly  or  privately, 

'^•^  the  profit  or  loss  of  the  persons  liable,  and  to  sue 

"•ifc^  parties  liable  for  the  eventual  deficiency  of  the  entire 

^libscription." 

The  call  was  never  paid,  and  the  right  to  sell  reserved 
^y  the  notice  was  never  exercised.  The  rules  of  the  com- 
p^iny  were  afterwards  altered,  and  those  existing  at  the 
d&t:e  of  the  forfeiture  were  incorrectly  stated  in  the  bill. 

The  shares  having  afterwards  become  valuable,  the  re- 

pv-eseutative  of  Sudhwy  in  1854,  filed  this  bill  against 

tHe  company,  twenty-eight  directors,  of  whom  eighteen 

vere  resident  in  the  Netherlands,  and  against  Chaplin, 

an  English  director  resident  there,   and  Janson,  the 

^ngiish  secretary,  resident  at  the  office  in  London^  and 

ty  whom  a  copy  of  the  registry  of  shareholders  was  kept, 

^^  which  the  transfers  and  alterations  of  the  shares  were 

i^orded.    The  bill  insisted,  that  the  shares  had  never 

been 
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1866.  been  duly  fbrfetted,  and  that  they  were  liable  to  be  mM 
and  not  forfeited.  It  prayed  for  a  declaration,  that  the 
directors  had  no  power  to  deal  with  8udlow*s  shares, 
^  except  by  sellbg  them,  and  for  an  injunction  against 
cancdEng  and  appropriating  the  shares  fi>r  the  bene- 
fit of  the  company,  and  from  erasing  or  transferring 
the  shares  from  Sudlow^s  name  in  the  Landam  register, 
except  upon  a  sale  made  for  his  profit  or  loss. 

An  order  was  made  for  service  of  the  parties  abroad, 
and  a  motion  to  discharge  it  was,  on  the  15th  ofMarek, 
1856,  refused  with  costs. 

The  Defendants  proved  a  judgment,  dated  the  16th 
of  March,  1864,  in  "  The  Provincial  Court  of  Justice 
of  North  Holland,  in  the  Chamber  of  Civil  AflTairs,"  in 
a  similar  case  (a),  in  which  it  had  been  decided,  in  the 
Court  of  **  First  Instauce,*'  and  upon  appeal,  "  that  the 
Appellant,  not  having  paid,  within  the  period  appointed, 
the  fourth  and  the  following  calls  which  were  due,  the 
shares  were  forfeited  to  the  company,  in  accordance 
with  the  plain  letter  of  the  company's  statutes  for  that 
purpose,  no  further  special  declaration  of  forfeitmre 
being  necessary" 

Mr.  Ckdms  (in  the  absence  of  Mr.  R.  Palmer),  for 
the  Plaintiff*.  Under  the  statutes,  the  "  direction  "  had 
the  power  either  of  forfeiting  the  shares  and  thus  releas- 
ing the  defaulting  shareholders,  or  of  selling  them  at  his 
risk.  They  have  not  exercised  that  option,  and  cannot 
treat  the  shares  as  forfeited ;  the  shares  must  either  be 
now  sold  or  the  Plaintiff*  must  be  allowed  to  redeem 
them,  upon  payment  of  what  is  due.  The  resolution 
advertised  was  insufficient,  for  it  did  not  specify  what 
ooorsa  the  **  direction "  would  take,  and  it  did  not  say 

that, 

(«)  Etcket  (an  Englithiiuui)  r.  The  Dutch  RMemisk  Company. 
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tbsLt,  on  defkak  in  payment,  tbe  shares  would  be  for* 
^sHxd,  but  that  they  sbonU  be  forfeited,  and  that  the 

dnnectaon  at  the  same  time  retained  the  right  to  sell 

^iMiBimkf  at  the  risk  of  the  afaarehoUers. 

2Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Goldsmid,  for  the  Defendants. 

It^is  is  the  case  of  a  company,  a  contract  and  a  rail- 

^wci.^  essentially  Dutch.      Holland,    therefore,   is  the 

pir^oper/ortim  for  determining  any  question  between  the 

slscaxeholders,  and  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction.    With 

^b^  exception  of  Chaplin  and  otJanson,  who  has  limited 

ncmiKaisterial  duties  to  perform,  all  tbe  parties,  as  well  as 

'tJ:^^    subject-matter,  are  out  of  the  jurisdiction.     Test 

^1=^^  matter  by  the  conrerse  <?ase ;  could  a  Dutch  CSourt 

^^usmime  jurisdiction  over  the  London  and  North  Western 

C^^onpany,  and  adjudicate  upon  all  the  conflicting  rights 

of*    its  shareholders  ?    Clearly  not. 

2,  Upon  nonpayment  of  the  calls  after  the  adver- 

'^aoments,  a  forfeiture  ipso  facto  took  place,  and  such  is 

"^he  construction  of  the  articles,  according  to  a  decree 

of*  the  Dutch  Court,  which  has  been  proved  in  this 

<2a.U8e,  and  this,  being  a  Dutch  contract  in  reference  to 

a.  IDatch  railway,  is  to  be  construed  according  to  the 

la^r  of  that  country,  and  governed  by  the  decision  of 

the  Courts  of  Holland. 
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3.  This  Court  has  not  the  means  of  enforcing  its 

orders  on  parties  not  amenable  to  its  jurisdiction.    An 

injunction  or  a  sequestration  against  the  company  or 

^be  parties  resident  in  Holland  would  be  unavailing ; 

Janson  is  here,  but  this  Court  would  not  compel  him 

to  commit  a  breach  of  duty  by  making  the  copy  of 

the  registry  in  London  differ  from  the  original  in  ilm- 

^^^dam  ;  even  if  he  did  so  it  would  be  ineffectual,  for 

t-he  dividends  would  be  paid  according  to  tbe  registry 
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in  HoUami,  If  the  decree  asked  were  madey  not  only 
would  the  Dutch  subjects  refuse  to  obey  it,  but  the 
law  of  their  own  country,  ms  declared  by  thdr  own 
Courts,  forbids  them  doing  so.  Hope  ▼.  Hcpeifi^  was 
referred  to. 

T%€  Mastss  pftke  RoiXB  rose  before  the  argument 
ibr  the  Defendant  had  been  concluded. 


On  the  following  day, 

Ml^im.  TlcMASTSBoftkRoiXBobaerTed,— 

Mr.  PabmeTf  I  fed  great  difficulty  in  seeing  how  the 
Plaintiff  can  hare  any  decree  in  this  case.  It  is  m 
Dutch  contract,  and  it  was  so  opened  by  Mr.  Cairms^ 
and  Mr.  FpUM  informs  me,  that  the  Dutch  Courts  of 
JiBliee  have  grren  to  it  a  conslnicticn  opposite  to  that 
ittMsted  upon  by  the  Plaintiff.  Mr.  Cmirms  admits  that 
the  Plaintiff  can  hare  no  decree  which  will  be  opera- 
tire,  so  fer  as  to  enable  him  to  enforce  the  relief  he 
desxres  to  have,  by  compellii^  any  payment  to  the 
PkintEd^  or  the  like  :  and  that  all  he  can  ask  the  Court 
to  do  «» to  nake  a  declaration  in  fiiTour  of  the  Plaintiff 
i^whiduin  point  of  taci,  would  be  oppcisate  to  the  dectsion 
of  the  Dutch  Court$\  and  then  to  make  a  declaratioQ, 
that  the  re^:^ttr  of  shareholders  here  shall  iKr«  be  Tailed 
by  the  omissskn  of  the  name  of  the  PUisuff :  ahhough 
il  k  admated«  that  the  neps^er  cf  skiii()KJdeTs  here  is 
ocbr  a  cv?f  y  of  the  or^sal  cvps^er  is  J7<ewcu:\  and  that 
it  »  the  citty  of  the  «cnfOiry  bene  to  keep  the  copy 
confonaabie  wuh  the  ort^iuiifcl   nf^c^er.      Now  these 
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cIi.flScuItie8  do  appear  to  me  to  be  so  insurmountable  that 
X  J9l3ould  be  glad  to  hear  what  you  have  to  say, 

JVIr.  JR.  Palmer,  After  what  has  fallen  from  your 
HoKior,  I  do  not  think  I  could  add  anything  to  what 
IVIx-:*  Cains  has  said  upon  that  point.  I  am  bound  to 
awL-y^  that  I  feel  the  difficulty  the  more,  in  consequence 
of^  Clie  recent  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case 
o£*  mStainton  v.  The  Carron  Company  (a). 


49 


1855. 


^The  Master  of  the  Rolls  dismissed  the  bill  with 
(a)  16  Beav,  279^  reversed  by  the  Houie  of  Lords. 


ARNOTT  V.  TYRRELL. 

Jufy\9. 
I    TENDER  their  marriage  settlement,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  A  testator  had 

Arnott  had  successive  life  estates  in  a  trust  fund  of  *  ^!?h-„„ 
1  g-\  appointing 

*  ^>0(X)i  Consols,  with  power  for  them  to  appoint  it  to  10,000/. 
^«eir  children,  and  in  default,  it  was  to  be  held  in  trust  children,  and 

^^■^  the  children  equally.  «  default,  it 

*        *^  was  limited  to 

them  equally. 

There  were  two  children  of  the  marriage,  the  Plaintiff,  ^^  ^^1^"^^*  ^* 

Off  gave  his  son 

*  Son,  and  a  daughter.  an  annuity,  to 

become  void  if 

no  appoint- 

Mr.  Arnott,  by  his  will,  gave  his  son  an  annuity  of  «"«"*  should 

^W)i.  a  year  for  life,  and  the  testator  thereby  declared  as  io,ooo/.  or  if 

fcUows:— "Andif  no  appointment  shall  be  made  by  «nyfPPo>«;t- 
^'^  •'   ment  should 

myself  be  made 

whereby  tlie 

*on  woald  be  benefited.  The  testator  only  appointed  5,000/.  in  favour  of  his  daughter, 

fod  the  son  took  part  of  the  residue  in  default  of  appointment  Held,  that  the  annuity 

W  not  ceased. 
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myself  or  my  wife  under  the  powers  for  that  purpose 
contained  in  our  marriage  settlement  of  the  sum  of 
10,000/.  Three  Pounds  per  Cent.  Consolidated  Bank 
Annuities,  or  if  any  appointment  shall  be  made  thereof, 
whereby  my  son  Henry  shall  be  benefited,  then  the 
bequest  hereby  made  to  him  of  the  annuity  of  the  sum 
of  100/.  shall  be  void,  and  the  same  shall  not  be  paid." 

Afterwards,  on  the  marriage  of  their  daughter,  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Amott,  by  deed  poll  dated  the  21st  of  April, 
1833,  appointed  one  equal  moiety  of  the  10,000/.  Consols 
in  favour  of  the  daughter,  but  they  never  after  made  any 
other  appointment. 

Mr.  Amott  survived  his  wife,  and  died  in  July,  1845. 

The  question  for  the  decision  of  the  Court,  upon  this 
special  case,  was,  whether,  under  the  circumstances 
above  stated,  the  declaration  contained  in  the  will  of  Mr. 
Amott  for  making  void  the  annuity  of  100/.  thereby 
given  to  the  Plaintiff  had  taken  effect. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  W.  D.  Evans,  for  the 
Plaintiff.  Neither  of  the  events  has  happened  on  which 
the  annuity  was  to  cease,  for  there  has  been  an  appoint- 
ment and  the  son  has  not  been  benefited  by  it.  Pom- 
fret  V.  Perring  (a)  was  cited. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Rodwell,  contrd.  There  has  not 
been  an  appointment  of  the  10,000/.,  but  merely  of  the 
5,000/.,  part  of  it,  and  the  son  is  benefited  in  the  residue, 
in  consequence  of  the  default  in  appointing  it.  [  The 
Master  of  the  Rolls. — Suppose  he  had  made  an  appoint- 
ment to  the  daughter  of  the  10,000/.  for  life,  that  would 
be  an  appointment  of  the  10,000/. :  you  seek  to  introduce 

the 
(a)  18  Beav.  618. 
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tlie  word  '' complete"  into  the  condition.     In  common        1855. 

parlance,  if  you  vrere  to  gay,  "  has  the  10^00/.  been  ap- 
pointed?*' the  answer  would  be,  ''to  some  extent  it 
Ii&aJ']  Both  parts  of  the  proviso  or  declaration  must  be 
loo  Iced  at,  to  arrive  at  the  intention,  which  was  this  : — 
''if*  my  son  takes  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  10,000/., 
ea^fa^r  with  or  without  an  appointment,  his  annuity  is  to 
oecL8e."  If  5,000/.  had  been  appointed  to  him,  it  would 
Eiot.  be  a  complete  appointment  of  the  10,000/.,  and  yet 
h^   "^ould  lose  the  annuity. 

Air.  JR.  Palmer  was  not  heard  in  reply. 

7%tf  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Different  persons  would  possibly  take  different  views 
of  this  case.    In  common  parlance  the  words  ''  appoint- 
ment of  a  fund**  would  mean  any  appointment  of  the  sum 
^vhether  the  whole  or  only  a  part  of  it  was  appointed. 
If  tbe  question  were  asked,  ''  has  any  appointment  been 
niade?"  the  answer  might  be,  "yes,  in  part  to  -4.,"  or 
^*  the  whole  to  some  person  as  tenant  for  life/'  or  the  like. 
In  each  of  those  cases  there  is  an  appointment,  though 
not  of  the  whole  interest  in  the  fund.     My  view  is,  that 
^he  words  of  the  will  are  to  be  so  interpreted,  in  the 
present  case,  aud  this  is  confirmed  by  the  second  part 
^f  the  clause,  "or  if  any  appointment  should  be  made 
thereof,  whereby  my  said  son  Henry  shall  be  benefited." 
Suppose  an  appointment  of  5,000/.  had  been  made  to 
the  SOD,  it  would  be  impossible  to  say  that  the  son  would 
^ot  have  been  benefited  by  it,  and  it  is  clear  too,  that 
^^  Would  not  have  been  an  appointment  of  the  whole, 
OQtoDly  a  partial  appointment,  and  yet  it  would  be  such 
^  appointment  as  the  testator  had  contemplated. 

I  am  further  confirmed  in  this  view  by  a  reference  to 
E  2  the 
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the  dates.  The  will  and  the  appointment  to  the  daughter 
were  within  a  few  months  of  one  another;  the  tes- 
tator's death  appears  to  have  taken  place  as  long  as 
twelve  years  afterwards.  If,  therefore,  he  had  meant 
that  his  son  should  not  take  the  100/.  a  year,  nothing 
would  have  been  easier  for  him  than  to  have  made  a 
codicil ;  but  he  did  not  do  so.  The  reasonable  meaning 
isy  that  if  no  appointment  should  be  made  of  any  part 
of  the  lO^OOO/.y  and  if  no  benefit  should  be  given  to  the 
son,  then  he  was  to  take  the  annuity. 


ORRETT  V.  CORSER. 
June  20.  CORSER  v.  ORRETT. 

Jii/y  10,  24. 

Whereatrusiee  TN  1796,  the  testator  devised  an  estate  to  George  Cor- 
indebted  to  the    I  ,  ,  «  . 

trust  becomes  *^  ^nd  two  others  tor  a  term,  upon  trust  to  raise 

bankrupt,  it  is  2,000/.,  of  which  1,000/.  was  to  be  paid  to  the  testator's 
his  duly  to  '  \    ^ 

prove  the  debt,  daughter  Catherine,  and  the  remaining  1,000/.  was  to 
and  if  he  neg- 
lect so  to  do, 
he  is  liable  for 
the  loss,  not- 
withstanding 
his  certificate. 

Entry  of  a 
payment  of  a 
deceased  per- 
son against  his 
interest,  held 
admissible. 

Entry  by  a 
deceased  per- 
son shewmg 
(in  contradic- 
tion to  a  deed 

evidencing  a  rightful  payment  by  him)  that  the  payment  had  been  made  in  breach  of 
trust  to  A.B.  instead  of  to  the  trustees,  held  admissible  in  evidence  to  shew  the  receipt 
hy  A,  B  ,  on  the  ground  that  such  entry  tended  to  charge  the  maker  of  it. 

A  Plaintiff  sued  his  trustee,  to  make  him  responsible  for  a  trust  fund  which  had 
been  wrongfully  paid  to  the  Plaintiff's  father.  The  Plaintiff  had,  as  one  of  the  next 
of  kin  of  bis  father,  received  two-thirds  of  his  estate.  Held,  that  the  father's  assets 
in  the  hands  of  the  Plaintiff  were  primarily  liable  to  make  good  two-ihirds  of  the  trust 
fund,  in  exoneration  of  the  tnisioe. 


be  invested  in  trust  for  her  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
her  children  equally.  Subject  thereto,  he  devised  the 
estate  to  Robert  Crockett  in  fee. 

In  1814,  Catherine  married  Mr.  Orrety  and  there 
were  issue  of  the  marriage  two  children,  viz.,  the  Plain- 
tiff and  his  sister. 

In  1816,  Robert  Crockett  paid  the  2,000/.,  and  from 

the 
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the  result  of  the  evidence  it  appeared,  that  the  whole  of 
that  had  been  paid  over  to  Mr.  Orrett.  By  an  inden- 
ture, dated  in  March,  1817,  reciting  that  the  2,000/.  had 
been  paid  to  the  trustees,  that  1,000/.  of  it  had  been 
paid  to  Mr.  Orrett,  it  was  witnessed,  that,  in  considera- 
tion of  1,000/.  paid  to  the  trustees,  they  assigned  the 
term  to  a  trustee  for  the  owner  of  the  estate,  and  on  the 
back  of  the  deed  was  a  receipt  signed  by  the  trustees. 

In  1828,  George  Corser,  the  trustee,  became  bank- 
rupt, and  he  obtained  his  certificate  in  1829,  but  no 
proof  was  attempted  to  be  made  in  the  bankruptcy  for 
the  1,000/.  trust  money;  he  died  in  1835.  The  Plaintiflfs 
mother  died  in  1829,  and  the  Plaintiff  attained  twenty- 
one  in  1835.  In  1843  the  Plaintiff's  father  died  intes- 
tate, and  his  residuary  estate  was  divided  between  his 
son,  (the  Plaintiff,)  the  daughter,  and  the  second  wife. 
The  Plaintiff's  share  was  stated  to  amount  to  1,300/. 
The  Plaintiff  was  the  administrator  of  his  sister,  who 
was  dead. 

In  August,  1854,  the  Plaintiff,  alleging  that  he  first 
became  aware  of  his  rights  in  1852,  filed  his  bill  against 
the  representatives  of  George  Corser,  (the  trustee,)  to  re- 
cover the  1,000/.  to  which,  in  his  own  right  and  in  that 
of  his  sister,  he  claimed  to  be  entitled. 

The  Defendant  Corser  then  filed  a  cross  bill,  alleging 
that  the  1,000/.  had  been  paid  to  the  PlaintifTs  father. 
In  evidence  thereof,  he  produced  and  duly  proved  an 
entry  in  the  account  book  of  Robert  Crockett,  as 
follows : — 


1855. 


January  \1,  1816. 

"  Paid  Mr.  Orrett,  on  my  sister  Catherines  and  his 
own  account,  according  to  my  father's  will,  all  the  in* 

terest 
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OmSBTT. 


terest  doe  on  the  2,0002. 1  am  indebted  to  them  ap  to 
this  day,  and  also  the  principal  money,  (which  I  haye 
done  by  the  1,000/.  left  me  by  my  aont  Lytial,  and 
oat  of  my  Three  per  Cent.  Consols,)  2,000/. 

**  P.S.  I  haTe  regularly  procured  the  signatures  of  the 
parties  requisite  to  the  complete  discharge  of  the  Water 
Satan  estate  from  the  above  sum,  for  which  see  the 
deed." 


The  cross  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  sums  re- 
ceived by  the  Plaintiff  from  his  father's  estate  ought  to 
be  applied  in  answering  any  sum  which  should  be  found 
due  or  payable  to  him  in  the  suit  of  Orrett  ▼.  Caner^  or 
otherwise  in  respect  to  the  legacy,  and  that  an  account 
should  be  taken  of  the  moneys  received  by  the  Plaintiff 
from  his  father's  estate.  The  l^al  personal  representa- 
tive of  the  father  was  not,  however,  made  a  party,  and 
on  that  ground,  a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties  was  put 
in  and  allowed,  with  leave  to  amend  within  a  month. 

The  bill  was  not  amended,  and  the  original  cause  now 
came  on  upon  motion  for  a  decree. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  IF.  IF.  Cooper,  for  the 
Plaintiff,  insisted  that  there  being  a  trust,  length  of  time 
could  be  no  bar  to  the  Plaintiff's  claim,  unless  it  could 
be  shewn  that  he  was  fully  cognizant  of  bis  rights,  and 
took  no  steps  to  prosecute  them.  That  the  bankruptcy 
of  the  trustee  was  no  bar  to  the  Plaintiff's  claim,  for  the 
certificate,  though  it  might  bar  the  debt,  was  no  protec- 
tion against  the  consequences  of  the  subsequent  breach 
of  trust,  in  not  proving  the  debt  due  from  him,  as  trus- 
tee, in  the  bankruptcy,  and  recovering  the  amount  for 
which  his  estate  was  liable.  That  the  entry  in  Robtri 
Crockett's  account  book  was  not  admissible  in  evidence 

to 
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to    prove  the  payment  of  the  1,000/.  to  the  Plaintiff's 

fatlier,  for  it  was  not  an  entry  of  a  sum  paid  to,  but  of 

3-  suim  paid  hy  him,  and  therefore  did  not  come  within 

tb^   principle  of  such  cases.    They  cited  Walker  v.  8y~ 

9n<^wmiU{fl) ;  March  v.  Russell  (J) ;  Adams  v.  Clifton  (c) ; 

-^^^mnett  V.  Colley{d)\  Burrows  v.  Walls  {e). 


1855. 


IMr.  Soupell  and  Mr.  Sendallf  for  the  Defendant,  con- 
^^ncied  that  though  the  deed  of  the  20th  of  March,  1817, 
c><^  tJie  (ace  of  it,  stated  that  the  money  had  been  paid 
^o  ^e  trustee,  without  which  the  estate  could  not  have 
»^^^xi  released,  yet  the  money  was,  in  fact,  paid  to  the 
I*li^intiff*8  father,  Mr.  W.  G.  Orrett,  and  this  was  proved 
*^y  the  entry  in  Robert  Crockett's  book,  which  was  ad- 
sible  in  evidence;  Short  y.  Lee {f);  Walter  v.  Hoi- 
t(ff);  and  that  the  facts  and  other  evidence  were  in  ac- 
^^^■xiance  with  this  view  of  the  case.  They  relied  on  the 
^^'^''^ificate,  the  great  length  of  time  and  laches  as  a  bar. 

IMr.  W.  W.  Cooper,  in  reply. 

^tTit  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


^lie  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

rChis  is  a  suit  to  enforce  payment  of  a  legacy  given 
'^pon  certain  trusts,  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  who  died 
TO  1796. 


Juljf  10. 


This,  therefore,  being  a  clear  trust,  no  time  will  bar 
\  although  all  presumptions  that  are  fair  and  reason- 
able 


U)  3  Sioonff.  64. 
(*)  3  iWy/.  4  Cr.  31. 
(0  1  Kttu.  297. 
(<<)2My/.4  JL  225;  b  Sim. 
181. 


(e)  5  DeG.  M.  4^  G.  233. 
(J)  2  Jac,  4-  W,  464. 
(5)  4  Prkt,  171. 
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Orrett. 


able  must  be  made  in  favour  of  the  Defendanty  arising 
from  that  circumstance.  The  Plaintiff  attained  bis  age 
of  twenty-one  years  in  1835,  and  in  1854,  that  is  up- 
wards of  nineteen  years  afterwards,  he  filed  his  bill  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  payment  of  this  money. 

The  defences  relied  on  are  two.  The  first  is,  that  the 
bankruptcy  and  certificate  of  the  trustee  George  Carser  is 
a  bar  to  any  claim  of  the  Plaintiff.  Now,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  this  is  no  answer  to  his  claim.  No  doubt  the  cer- 
tificate of  conformity  would  bar  the  right  to  the  original 
debt  due  from  the  trustee,  but  his  duties,  character  and 
functions  as  debtor  are  perfectly  distinct  from  those 
which  belong  to  him  as  trustee;  and  those  of  the 
trustee  are  not  affected  by  the  bankruptcy.  It  was  his 
duty  to  prove  under  the  commission,  just  as  much  as  if 
he  had  been  a  perfect  stranger  to  the  commission,  and 
he  committed  a  breach  of  trust  in  not  doing  so.  As* 
suming  the  matter  to  rest  on  this  point  alone,  he  is,  in 
my  opinion,  liable  to  the  amount  of  dividends  which 
would  have  been  received  if  he  had  proved  under  the 
commission,  and  the  evidence  shews,  that  if  he  had 
done  so,  he  would  have  received  205.  in  the  pound. 
Therefore,  in  this  view  of  the  case,  he  would  be  liable 
for  the  whole  amount.  I  look  at  it  in  this  way : — suppose 
a  person,  owing  money  to  a  trust  estate,  becomes  bank- 
rupt, and  the  trustee  is  a  distinct  and  separate  person  ; 
knowing  of  the  bankruptcy,  he  is  bound  to  prove  the 
debt,  if  he  does  not,  he  commits  a  breach  of  trust,  and 
would  be  held  liable  for  all  that  he  might  have  received 
under  the  commission,  if  he  had  proved  the  debt  as  he 
ought  to  have  done.  Is  the  case  altered  because  the 
trustee  is  himself  the  debtor?  I  think  not.  The  original 
debt,  no  doubt,  is  barred ;  but  the  amount  of  dividends 
which  the  trustee  might  have  received  under  the  com- 
mission  is   a   liability  subsequently  attaching   to    the 

trustee 
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I  tee  in  that  character,  and  is  not  affected  by  the 
Icraptcy  or  the  certificate.  On  this  point,  therefore, 
with  the  Plaintiff. 


t 

b; 

I 


IB  at  the  second  defence  arising  from  the  lapse  of  time, 

coxi^ciected  with  the  facts  proved,  in  my  opinion,  opens  a 

naumoh  more  difficult  case.    The  transaction  relating  to 

tbe     release  of  this  legacy  occurred  in  March,  1817. 

iriie  Defendant,  the  son  of  the  trustee,  whose  estate  is 

sought  to  be  made  liable,  is  personally  ignorant  of  any- 

tliicig  relating  to  this  matter;  but  he  tenders  certain 

evidence  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  what  occurred,  and 

^ivhich  he  alleges  to  have  been,  in  substance,  to  this 

eflReot: — ^The  legacy  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  and 

children  of  Mr.  Orrett,  the  father  of  the  Plaintiff.    The 

^t^stee,  Mr.  Corser,  considering  that  Mr.  Orrett  would 

duly  perform  the  trusts  in  the  manner  most  beneficial  to 

his  ^ife  and  children,  allowed  him  to  receive  the  money ; 

wfaieh  was,  in  fact,  paid  to  him,  although  the  deed,  on 

the  face  of  it,  states  it  to  have  been  paid  to  the  trustees, 

Without  which  the  land  would  not  have  been  discharged. 

"^iB,  if  proved,  is  material  in  this  point  of  view :  though 

't  ^^'ould  be  no  answer  to  this  claim  of  the  Plaintiff,  yet 

't  ^ould  give  the  trustee,  as  against  the  estate  of  the 

*^th^r  in  the  hands  of  the  Plaintiff,  a  right  to  be  repaid 

the  amount  of  the  trust  moneys  so  paid  to  him. 

*I*he  only  direct  evidence  I  have  of  the  money  having 

"^^n  paid  to  the  father  is  an  entry  in  a  private  journal 

l^ept  by  Robert  Crockett,  the  owner  of  the  estate  charged 

^th  this  l^acy,  and  which  estate  was  released  by  the 

deed  of  1817,  which  is  in  these  words—  [J?w  Honor  read 


1866. 


It  is  objected,  that  this  entry  is  not  admissible  in 
evidence  for  any  purpose  whatever,  and,  at  all  events, 

that 
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CoRtBR 

V. 

Orrett. 


that  it  is  not  admissible  against  the  Plaintiff;  on  this 
point  I  reserved  my  judgment. 

The  principle  which  governs  the  admissibility  of  such 
entries  is  thus  stated  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  in  Short  v. 
Lee  (a) : — "  The  principle  is,  that  the  entry  is  made  by 
an  individual  conusant  of  the  fact  at  a  time  when  it 
was  not  in  dispute,  having  no  interest  to  make  a  false 
entry,  and  making  one  tending  to  charge  himself.*'  The 
usual  instance  is  an  entry  by  a  person  of  a  sum  paid  to 
him,  as  in  Higham  v.  Ridgeway  (i),  which  is  a  leading 
case  upon  the  subject.  In  that  case  the  entry  was  by  a 
medical  man  of  his  receipt  of  his  charge  for  having 
delivered  a  woman  of  a  child  on  a  particular  day,  and 
that  was  admitted  as  evidence  of  the  age  of  the  child. 
It  is  contended,  that  the  present  memorandum  is  of  no 
value,  because  it  is  the  entry  of  the  payment  and  not  of 
the  receipt  of  money  by  the  person  who  made  it,  and 
therefore,  as  it  tends  to  discharge  himself,  it  is  inad- 
missible. I  am,  however,  disposed  to  consider  the  entry 
as  admissible,  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  discharge 
the  person  who  made  it,  but,  on  the  contrary,  is  an  ad- 
mission against  his  own  interest.  The  payment  of  the 
1,000/.  to  Mr.  Orrett  was  no  discharge  to  Robert 
Crockett  of  his  liability  to  pay  the  legacy  of  1,000/., 
because  a  payment  to  the  wrong  person  would  not  dis- 
charge his  estate  from  the  1,000/.  due  to  the  trustees. 
The  way  in  which  I  look  at  it  is  this: — the  admissi- 
bility of  this  evidence  cannot,  I  think,  depend  on  the 
existence  or  non-existence  of  the  deed  of  March,  1817, 
or  whether  his  estate  is  or  is  not  discharged  from  that 
legacy.  Suppose  that,  notwithstanding  the  deed  and 
immediately  on  the  execution  of  it  the  trustees  had  filed 
a  bill  to  compel  Robert  Crockett  to  pay  the   1,000/., 

alleging 


(a)  2  Jac.  4-  W.  p.  475. 


(6)  10  East,  109. 
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alleging  evidence  that  Robert  Crockett  bad  not  paid 
thenci  the  money  though  he  had  promised  to  do  so,  but 
bad  paid  it  to  another  person  who  was  not  an  agent  of 
the  trustee.  If,  in  answer  to  such  claim,  Mr.  Crockett 
simply  alleged  that  he  had  paid  the  trustees,  this  entry 
in  his  own  book  would  be  admissible  to  shew  that  he 
bad  paid  Mr.  Orrett  and  not  the  trustee,  and  therefore 
bad  not  discharged  his  liability.  If  admissible  in  such 
a  case,  why  is  it  not  admissible  here  ?  After  much  hesi- 
tation and  much  consideration,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
entry  is  admissible  in  evidence  between  the  parties  to 
she^^  that  the  second  1,000/.  was  paid  to  Mr.  Orrett 
and  not  to  the  trustees,  to  whom  it  ought  to  have  been 
pud.  If  this  evidence  is  to  be  relied  upon  as  conclusive, 
then  ^ould  arise  the  question  whether  the  trustee  autho- 
nzed  such  payment,  but  this  latter  question,  after  this 
lapse  of  time,  could  not,  in  my  opinion,  arise  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case.  Before  however  the  Court 
will  act  upon  this  evidence  it  is  necessary  to  consider  the 
surrounding  circumstances,  and  see  whether  they  corro- 
l^orate  or  invalidate  it.  [  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  exa- 
mined the  subsequent  facts,  and  came  to  the  conclusion 
lh€M,t  they  confirmed  the  entryj] 
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Ii:\  this  state  of  things,  (presuming  everything  I  le- 
ff^lly  can  most  favourable  to  the  Defendant,)  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  Defendant  is  bound  to  make  good  the 
lega.cy  to  the  Plaintiff,  but  that  he  is  entitled  to  make 
^'^^  assets  of  the  father  in  the  hands  of  the  Plaintiff 
^^^ilable  for  the  purpose  of  repaying  the  Defendant 
^^a.t  is  due  to  him. 

I   had  sketched  the  form  of  the  decree  upon  the 

^^Umption  that  the  legal  personal  representative  of  Mr. 

Orrett  was  before  the  Court;  but  as  that  is  not  the 

^^  I  cannot  make  the  decree  I  intended.     But  there 

being 


b« 
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being  evidence  before  the  Coart  that  the  Plaintiff  has 
in  his  bands  assets  of  his  father,  I  will  not  allow  him 
to  receive  anything,  withoat  giving  the  Defendant  an 
opportunity  of  instituting  proper  proceedings  for  making 
those  assets  available  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  the 
Defendant  firom  his  liability.  If  the  Plaintiff  declines 
that,  the  bill  will  be  dismissed  without  costs. 

Mr.  a.  Palmer  then  argued,  that  the  share  of  the 
residuary  estate  of  the  Plaintiff's  fisither  received  by 
him  and  his  sister  was  only  liable  to  two-thirds  of  the 
1,0002.,  and  that  the  share  of  the  widow  ought  to  bear 
its  one-third  proportion ;  Gillespie  v.  Alexamder  (a). 

Mr.  RattpeU,  on  the  other  hand,  contended  that  the 
I,OOOL  having  been  received  by  the  Plaintiff's  father, 
every  portion  of  his  assets  was  liable  to  make  it  good. 


Jmfy  24.  Tke  Master  of  ike  Rolls. 

I  have  looked  at  this  case,  and  I  am  of  opinion  the 
proper  course  to  be  taken,  consistently  with  the  view 
that  I  have  expressed  of  this  case,  is  this: — I  must 
treat  tiio-thirds  of  the  debt  as  received  by  the  Plaintiff 
at  the  death  of  his  &tber,  and  the  one-third  as  not 
received  by  him  and  as  due  firom  the  trustee,  and  that 
consequently  one- third  of  1,000/.,  which  will  be  333iL 
6s.  Sd,y  will  be  due  from  the  Defendant  out  of  the  estate 
of  his  father  to  the  Plaintiff,  with  interest  upon  it  frona 
the  death  of  the  Plaintiff's  father  at  the  rate  of  4^  per 
cent,  per  annum.  I  shall  give  no  casts  of  the  suit.  lo 
my  opinion,  the  Plaintiff  asked  more  than  he  was  entitled 
to,  and  the  case  is  a  very  hard  one  upon  the  Defendant 
even  as  it  stands.  The  Defendant  will  either  admit 
having  received  ai^ets  of  his  testator  sufficient  to  answer 
the  demand  made,  or  there  musi  be  an  accouct  taken. 

(c)  3  Kasr^  130. 
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PROLE  V.  MASTERMAN. 

July  24. 

'T^HE  Cambrian  and  Grand  Junction  Railway  Com-  A  suit  was  in- 

pany  was  provisionally  registered  in  September,  ^^^  direcvon* 

1845,  and  a  managing  committee  was  appointed,  con-  of  an  abortive 

sistiiig  of  the  Plaintiff,  some  of  the  Defendants,  and  make  them 

others.    The  project  did  not  succeed,  and  at  a  meeting  l»jWeforacti 
^  '^    •'  ^         ^^  of  miamanage- 

ot  tne  shareholders,  on  the  12th  October,  1846,  it  was  mentandfor 

resolved  that  the  company  should  be  dissolved;  and  ^tion'S'ito*" 

*<>on   after,  at  a  meeting  of  the  committee  of  manage-  ftinds.    Thia 

n^enty  a  resolution  was  passed  appointing  Charles  Robert  Q„*,ed  by  an 

f^lman  and  John  Lawrie  a  sub-committee,  to  settle  wderonthe 

J        .     1  1  nr»  .         /.     1  11         Defendants  to 

aacl  v/ma   up  the  affairs  of  the  company,  and   they  pay  a  fixed 

accepted  and  acted  on  the  appointment.     But  in  De-  Jj^  y^^lf 

<^^>»&er,  1846,  some  of  the  shareholders  being  dissatisfied  paid  more 

^ith  the  mode  in  which  the  business  of  the  company  jj^j^j  *|J^^  J^' 

had  been  conducted,  a  bill  was  filed  by  John  Franks  could  sustain 

and  others  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  the  other  for  contrlbu- 

sliareholders  of  the   company  (except  the  then   De-  ^^PV*^  ''^^P^*^* 
-  r      ^    ^  r  of  the  compro- 

lendants)   against  the  members   of  the   committee  of  mise,  and  that 

Daanageraent,  alleging  acts  of  fraudulent  mismanagement  J.^to„  ^'e^e 

^^  their  part,  by  the  secret  reservation  to  themselves  of  not  entitled, 

filiares  without  making  the  due  payments  and  by  the  bill,  to  midle*' 

^misapplication  of  the  funds  of  the  company,  by  what  is  the  Plaintiff, 
t_  at  the  sanie 

Shortly  expressed  by  the  term  "  rigging  the  market."  time,  account 

To  recover  these  the  bill  was  filed.  f?":  !!!^««f  "^ 

liabilities  to 

the  company. 
The  suit,  however,  was  compromised,  and   by  an 
o^er  of  the  2nd  of  August,  1849,  the  Defendants  (in- 
cluding the  present  Plaintiff)  were  ordered  to  pay  to 
^^e  Plaintiffs  and  to  the  other  holders  of  the  1,840 

shares 
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1855.       shares  thereinafter  mentioned  the  sum  of  1,000/.  on  the 
^"^^^^^^       12th  of  August  then  next,  and  the  further  sum  of  868/. 
^  on  the  2nd  of  February ^  1850,  in  satisfaction  of  all 

Masterman.  claims  and  demands  in  respect  of  such  shares.  To 
make  provision  for  satisfying  the  amount  to  be  paid 
under  this  order,  Messrs.  Colman  and  Lawrie  were 
again  appointed  (the  Plaintiff  being  a  party  to  the 
appointment)  a  sub-committee,  to  collect  contributions 
and  make  arrangements  with  the  several  parties  liable 
under  the  order  to  pay  that  amount.  It  was  alleged, 
that  the  members  of  the  committee,  with  the  exception 
of  Plaintiff,  had  advanced  large  sums  on  account  of  the 
general  liabilities  of  the  concern,  and  on  that  account  it 
was  understood,  that  regard  was  to  be  had  to  that  circum- 
stance, and  that  the  Plaintiff  should  pay  more  towards 
the  satisfaction  of  the  1,868/.  than  the  others.  The  result, 
however,  was,  that  he  was  obliged,  by  legal  process,  to 
pay  a  much  larger  share  than  the  others,  and  he  now 
filed  his  bill  for  an  account  and  for  a  contribution  by  the 
others  to  recoup  him  the  sums  alleged  to  be  overpaid 
above  his  fair  proportion.  By  his  bill  he  alleged,  that 
Messrs.  Colman  and  Lawrie  had  agreed  to  take  400/.  as 
his  share,  to  be  secured  by  two  bills  of  exchange  and  a 
deposit  of  dock  warrants  for  certain  wines,  and  that  they 
were  to  give  him  an  indemnity  from  all  further  liability 
under  this  order;  but  that  he  had  been  obliged  to  pay 
847/.  5^.  \\d.  and  got  no  indemnity,  thus  leaving  a  very 
small  amount  to  be  paid  by  each  of  the  other  members 
of  the  committee.  Colman  {Lawrie  being  dead)  abso- 
lutely denied  any  such  agreement,  though  he  admitted 
the  bills  had  been  taken  and  the  deposit  of  the  wine 
warrants  accepted,  but  it  was  because  they  could  get 
nothing  else  from  the  Plaintiff.  He  said,  that  the 
money  so  paid  by  the  Plaintiff,  as  he  alleged,  was  not 
wholly  in  respect  of  his  contribution,  but  much  of  it 

was 
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was  paid  in  consequence  of  the  compulsory  process 
adopted  to  make  him  pay,  and  the  costs  he  had  been 
put  to  by  his  neglect  or  refusal  to  pay  his  proper  quota, 

]VIr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bird,  for  the  Plaintiff,  con- 
tended that  he  was  entitled  to  a  contribution  in  respect 
of  this  particular  matter  without  reference  to  any  other 
transaction* 

Mr.  Llayd,  Mr.  Surrage,  Mr.  Roupell,  Mr.  Waller, 
Mr.  JPalUtt,  Mr.  H.  Morris  and  Mr.  Hardy,  for  the 
different  Defendants,  argued  that  this  suit  could  not  be 
sustained  in  its  present  form,  and  that  it  must  either  be 
dismissed  or  accounts  directed,  so  as  to  ascertain  the 
complete  rights  of  the  parties.  They  contended,  that 
though  the  Plaintiff  might  have  paid  more  than  his 
share  of  the  1,868Z.  ordered  to  be  paid  upon  the  com- 
promise, yet  that  he  was  a  defaulter  in  respect  of  the 
general  liabilities  of  the  company,  and  that  he  was  not 
entitled  to  a  contribution  from  the  Defendants,  without 
himself  making  good  what  might  be  due  from  him  as  a 
shareholder  and  director  of  the  company,  and,  conse- 
quently, that  the  accounts  must  therefore  include  these 
"^^tters ;  Hanson  v.  Keating  (a)  ;  Gibson  v.  Gold- 
^ff^id  (J) ;  JRawson  v.  Samtiel{c). 

^Ae  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  the  Court,  on  this  occasion,  has  juris- 
*^<ition  to  direct  the  expensive  inquiries  or  accounts 
^nich  have  been  insisted  on  by  the  Defendants. 

'Hie  view  which  I  take  of  the  case  is  shortly  this : 

the 

(a)  4  Hiorrf,  1.  the  Lords  Justices. 

(6)  18  Beav.  584,  reversed  by  (c)  Craig  <$•  Ph,  161. 


Prole 

V. 

Masteeman. 
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1855.  the  facts  may  be  thas  stated : — certain  members  of  a 
partnership  file  a  bill  against  other  members,  who  fill 
the  character  of  managing  committee,  alleging  acts  of 
misconduct  and  seeking  to  make  them  personally  liable 
to  pay  a  large  sum  of  money.  The  Defendants  to 
that  suit  compromise  and  agree  to  pay  1,86821  to  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  other  members,  in  order  to  put  an  end 
to  the  litigation.  The  present  Plaintiff,  being  one  of  the 
Defendants  to  the  former  suit,  has  paid  847/.,  which  is 
more  than  his  share  of  the  l,868iL,  and  he  files  the  pre- 
sent bill  for  contribution.  The  answer  is,  ^  You  are  not 
entitled  to  any  contribution  from  us,  until  yon  have 
wound  up  the  afiairs  of  the  partnership,  and  ascertained 
the  rights  and  liabilities  of  all  the  parties,  and  paid 
your  share."  This,  however,  is  properly  the  subject  of  a 
distinct  suit,  and  it  iuTolves  different  rights,  and  requires 
different  parties  to  it.  It  might  as  well  be  said,  that  if 
there  happened  to  be  very  many  other  transactions 
between  these  parties,  the  Plaintiff  could  not  come  to 
settle  one  without  at  the  same  time  settling  all  the 
others.  The  Defendants  must  file  a  cross  bill  to  take 
the  accounts  of  the  partnership,  making  all  persons 
interested  parties,  in  order  that  their  rights  and  liabilities 
may  be  ascertained.  They  may  then  insist  that  they 
are  not  bound  to  make  good  the  amount  of  their  con- 
tribution in  respect  of  the  1,868/.,  until  Plaintiff  has 
made  good  to  them  what  is  due  on  the  other  matters. 
That,  however,  would  be  a  separate  matter,  and  to  obtain 
such  relief  a  cross  bill  must  be  filed.  In  such  a  case, 
I  should  be  disposed  to  say,  that  the  Plaintiff  could 
not  get  what  is  due  to  him  on  the  one  account,  without 
making  good  to  the  partnership  what  is  due  from  him. 

In  the  absence  of  such  cross  suit,  I  cannot,  however, 
take  these  accounts  or  enter  into  these  matters. 


1  am 
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1855.        ol.  5s.  per  diem^  and  no  more,  ought  to  be  allowed  to 
special  Examiner  (a). 


Patxk 

LiTTLB. 


I  am  of  opinion  that  the  length  of  the  meeting  ca 
not  affect  the  amount  of  the  fee ;  the  special  Ezamio 
is  bound  to  give  the  whole  of  a  legal  day  for  the  po 
pose.  I  also  think  that  no  fee  ought  to  be  allowed  I 
reading  the  papers.  This  is  what  ought  to  be  allow 
at  present^  but  it  is  probable  that  some  General  Ordc 
will  be  made  in  Michaelmas  Term  which  will  regula 
the  matter.  In  the  mean  time,  as  I  must  dispose  of  tl 
case,  and  I  think  the  special  Examiner  ought  to  recei 
from  the  solicitor  so  much  as,  together  with  what 
has  already  receiTcd,  will  make  up  fire  guineas  a  da 
together  with  the  fees  to  his  clerk,  which  I  presume 
be  5f .  a  day. 

The  solicitor  must  personally  undertake  to  pay  whi 
if  anything,  shall  be  further  allowed  under  any  Geoei 
Order  of  the  Court. 

HaTJng  stated  my  opinion,  it  will  be  better  not 
draw  up  any  order  on  the  subject. 

V  J>  Ord.nts  Cam.  329. 
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In  re  BRIGHT'S  TRUST.  June  11, 12, 

21. 

^  |iHE  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  1829,  bequeathed  Bequest  of  re- 

his  personal  estate  to  three  trustees,  upon  trust  to  Hfe"and  after 

con?ert  and  invest,  and  pay  the  income  to  his  daughter  her  decease,  a 

Afary  Bright  for  life,  and  after  her  decease,  he  directed  fach  to  B.  and 

bis  trustees,  out  of  the  trust  funds,  to  pay  the  sum  of  ^'  (grand- 

'         ^  J  daughters),  for 

3,000^  unto  each  of  his  granddaughters  Jesse  and  Rose,  their  absolute 

for  their  own  absolute  use  and  benefit  respectively;  and  ehher^ofthem 

if  either  of  his  said  granddaughters  should  be  dead  at  should  be  dead 

such  the  time  of  the  decease  of  Mary  Bright^  then  he  *f  ^    jj^^ 

directed  that  the  sum  of  3,000Z.  thereby  given  to  such  3,ooo/.  waste 

granddaughter  should  go  and    be  paid  to  his  grand-  granddaucrhter 

daughter  who  should  be  then  living:,  for  her  own  absolute  ^^^  ^^oM  be 

°  ^  *-'  then  hvmg; 

use  and  benefit,  to  whom,  in  that  event,  he  gave  and  but  in  case 

bequeathed  the  same  accordingly.  Provided  always,  and  daughter"  " 

he  thereby  declared,   that  in   case  either  of  his  said  should  have 

granddaughters,  so  dying  as  aforesaid,  should  have  been  (^^y  were  to 

DJarried,  and  should  have  left  any  child  or  children  her  take  her  le- 

1111  P^^y*    ^'  *^*®^ 

survivmg,  then  that  the  trustees  should  stand  possessed  first,  leaving 

of  the  said  sura  of  3,000/.  thereinbefore  bequeathed  to  fj."*'*!;^"j  ^;, 
'  *  then  died  witu- 

his,  her  or  their  said  mother,  upon  trust  "  for  all  such  out  issue, 

1-1  I         99  leaving  A. 

ct^'t^ren.  surviving.   On 

the  death  of 

-  1  •  r   r»  /xr\r\i    •^•''  Held,  that 

And  after  payment  of  the  two  legacies  ot   3,000/.  cv«  legacy  was 

and  3,000/.,  the  testator  gave  the  stocks,  &c.  on  which  ""^'g^^^j  j"*^^^^ 

the  residue  should  be  invested  to  his  daughter-in-law  representa- 

Jeany  and  his  three  grandsons,  equally,  with  benefit  of 

survivorship,  if  either  of  tlieni   died   in  the  lifetime  of 

Mary  Briyhty  but  if  any  grandson  so  dying  left  children, 

they  were  to  take  their  parent's  share. 

And  he  directed,  that  if  all  his  said  grandchildren  and 
y  2  the 
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the  said  Jean  Bright  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  his 
daughter  Mary  Bright^  and  his  grandchildren  without 
leaving  issue  as  aforesaid,  then  all  his  trust  moneys,  &c. 
should  be  in  trust  for  his  daughter  Mary  Bright. 

The  testator  died  in  1831 ;  Jesse  died  in  1844,  leaving 
three  children;  Rose  died  in  1847,  without  issue,  and 
Mary  Bright  died  in  1854. 

The  legacy  of  3,000/.  bequeathed  to  Rose  was  claimed, 
first,  by  her  administrator ;  secondly,  by  the  residuary 
legatees ;  and,  thirdly,  by  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator. 
The  question  was  discussed  upon  petition  presented  for 
payment  of  the  fund  out  of  Court 

Mr.  Raupell  and  Mr.  C  C.  Barber,  for  the  resi- 
duary legatees,  contended,  that  as  the  legacies  did  not 
exist  till  the  time  of  raising  them  arrived,  and  as  the 
granddaughters  of  the  testator  died  in  the  Hfetime  of 
Mary  Bright,  that  time  never  arrived ;  consequently  the 
legacies  never  became  raisable  or  payable,  but  sunk  into 
the  residue.  And  at  all  events,  that  Rose  having  died 
without  issue  before  the  time  the  legacy  became  raisable, 
it  never  took  effect,  but  remained  part  of  the  residue. 
They  cited  Beck  v.  Burn  (a). 

Mr.  Lloyd,  in  the  same  interest,  also  contended,  that 
there  was  no  gift  to  the  granddaughters  until  after  the 
death  of  Mary  Bright,  and  that  the  intention  was,  that 
the  legatees  should  take  nothing  unless  they  both  sur- 
vived the  tenant  for  life.  He  cited  Pope  v.  Whit- 
combe  (&)• 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Kenyon,  for  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  testator. 

The 
(a)  7  Beav.  492.  (6)  3  Russ.  124. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls  intimated  that  he  had  no        1855. 
dool>t  that  the  next  of  kin  were  not  entitled. 


IVIr.  C.  Hallf  Mr.  H.  Stevens,  Mr.  Williamson  and 
Air.  W.  H.  Clarhe,  for  other  parties. 

IVIr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Prendergast,  for  the  administra- 
tor of  jRoMj  contended  that  the  legacy  to  Rose  w,a8  an 
absolute  vested  interest  in  the  first  instance,  but  liable 
to  be  divested  in  a  particular  event,  viz.  on  her  death 
in  tlie  lifetime  of  Jesse  and  Mary  Bright.  That  this 
bad  not  happened,  as  she  survived  the  former,  and 
tha^  notwithstanding  her  death  in  the  lifetime  of  Mary 
^^i^ht^  the  gift  was  an  absolutely  vested  and  transmis- 
^ble  interest,  and  passed  to  her  legal  personal  repre- 
^^<^tative;  Harrison  v.  Faremnn{a);  Benyon  v.  Mad* 
diM€^u(h);  UmiOery.  WiUock(c);  WhittelU.Ihidin(d)i 
*  ^exp.  Leg.  {e). 

^Ar.  Bagshawe  and  Mr.  Bristowe,  in  the  same  interest, 
^ited  Browne  v.  Lord  Kenyan  (/);  Sturgess  v.  Pear^ 
•^^■t  K^g)\  Bing  v.  Hardwich{h). 

3Mr.  C.  C.  Barber f  in  reply. 

7%€  Mastbb  of  tfie  Rolls. 

Afy  present  impression  is,  that  the  legacy  to  Rose 
"^a^  an  interest  vested  in  her  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
^^or,  but  I  will  consider  the  point. 

The 

l«)  5  r«f .  207.  (e)  Page  624  (4th  edit) 

W  2  Bro.  C.  C.  75.  (f)  3  Madd.  410. 

U)  9  Vet.  233.  (g)  4  Madd.  411. 

[4)2  Jae.  4  W.  279.  (S)  2  Beav.  362. 


In  re 

Beioht'i 

Tmit. 
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The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 
In  re  "^ 

Brioht's 
Trust.  I  have  looked  at  the  cases  and  I  am  confirmed  in  my 

June\2       op'nion>  that  this  is  a  vested  legacy. 

Where  payment  is  postponed  for  the  convenience  of 
the  estate,  as  where  an  estate  is  given  to  one  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  another  in  fee,  charged  with  the  pay- 
ment of  legacies  to  other  persons,  on  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  the  legacies  are  vested  on  the  death  of 
the  testator^  although  the  payment  is  postponed.  I  am 
confirmed  in  my  first  impression,  that  the  legacy  of 
3,000Z.  is  vested  in  Rose,  and  the  fact  of  there  being 
a  contingent  gift  over  of  the  whole  residue,  which  might 
have  arisen  in  case  of  all  the  grandchildren  dying  before 
the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  does  not,  in  my  opinion, 
vary  the  case.  The  authorities  are  numerous  that  such 
a  gift  over  does  not  make  a  legacy  contingent,  although 
it  may  have  an  influence  on  the  Court  in  putting  a  con- 
struction on  the  dispositions  of  the  will. 

The  result  is,  that  the  legacy  is  vested.  I  will  make 
a  declaration  to  that  effect,  and  the  proper  order  conse- 
quential upon  it. 
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1854. 


ARMSTRONG  v.  ARMSTRONG.  (No.  1.) 


August  3. 


rpHOMAS  ARMSTRONG  and   the   Defendant  Between  the 
William  Richardson  were  joint  owners  of  a  ship  ^f  ^|°  ^^   * 
called  "  The  iliwfMyj/,"  the  former  being  entitled  to  shares  of  a 
twenty-OQe  sixty-fourths,  and  the  latter  to  the  remaining  entry^of  the^ 
shares.  transfer  on  the 

register,  the 
purchaser  had 

Id  AyguH,  1851,  "The  Amethyst"  foundered  at  sea,  ^^'^^''^y^h 

and  a  sum  of  1,230/.  became  payable  to  the  owners,  in  the  shares 

the  proportion  of  their  respective  shares,  for  insurance  J^Jed  in^llis 

on  the  ship  and  freipjht.    It  was  then  arranged  between  na»ne,  was  a 

them  that  another  ship  should  be  purchased,  in  which  case  present- 

thev  should  be  interested  in  the  same  proportions,  and  »pgap''*w4 

^     ^  facie  appear- 

that  the  insurance  money  should  be  applied  in  part  pay-  ance  of  fraud, 

ment  of  the  purchase-money.   Accordingly,  on  the  13th  L^nt°d  an  in- 

of  September ,  1851,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  for  terim  injunc- 

the  purchase  of  a  newly-built  ship,  called  "  The  Wil-  j|,g  purchaser 

Ham  Richardson/"  at  the  price  of  2,500/.,  the  balance  ^^^^  ^«al»ng 

,     ,      .  ,  .  ,    ^>tl^  ^l^e 

whereof,  beyond  the  msurance  money,  together  with  shares  or  in- 
some  additional  outlay,  was  paid  or  secured  by  Rich-  doraing  the 

J'  *  J         ^       transfer  on  the 

ardson,  who  it  was  understood  (as  alleged  by  the  Plain-  certificate  of 
tiffs)  was  to  retain  the  profits  on  Thomas  Armstrong's  \o^\nJJre^^e^ 

shares,  in  liquidation  of  the  remaining  part  of  his  pro-  effective  de- 

«    ,  ,  1       1      1  •        1      termination  of 

portion  of  the  purchase-money,  as  he  bad  previously  ti^e  questions 

done  in  the  case  of  '*  The  Amethyst:'  *^  ^^«  hearing. 

The  agreement  for  purchase  and  the  receipt  for  the 
deposit  were  both  in  the. names  of  William  Richard- 
son and  Thomas  Armstrong^  but  all  matters  connected 
with  the  agreement  and  purchase  were  managed  by 
Hichardson  and  the  Defendant  Thomas  Cassop  Arm- 
strong 


Armstromo 

V. 

Armstrong. 
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strong  (the  eldest  son  of  Thomas  Armstrong)^  who, 
as  the  PlaintifTs  alleged,  acted  as  the  ageot  of  his 
father. 

On  the  8th  of  October,  1851,  ''The  William  Rich^ 
ardsofC*  was  registered  in  the  names  of  William  Richr 
ardson  and  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong^  as  the  owners, 
in  the  proportions  of  forty-three  to  twenty*one  shares. 

The  ship  soon  after  set  sail  for  Alexandria,  Thomas 
Cassop  Armstrong  being  the  master,  as  he  had  pre- 
viously been  of  "  The  Amethyst.**  After  her  departure, 
and  on  the  20th  of  October,  1852,  Thomas  Armstrong 
died,  having  by  his  will  given  his  whole  personal  estate 
equally  to  the  Defendant  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong  and 
his  other  children.  The  Plaintiffs  took  out  letters  of 
administration  to  their  father's  estate,  and  having  disco- 
vered that  the  twenty-one  sixty-fourth  shares  were 
registered  in  the  name  of  the  Defendant  Thomas  Cassop 
Armstrong,  and  that  by  a  bill  of  sale,  dated  the  27th  of 
November,  1852,  he  had  transferred  five  of  the  shares 
to  Richardson,  communications  took  place  between 
the  parties,  in  the  course  of  which,  Thomas  Cassop 
Armstrong  admitted  that  the  twenty-one  sixty-fourths 
were  the  property  of  his  father,  and  alleged  that  the  five 
shares  had  been  transferred  by  him,  in  discharge  of  the 
balance  due  on  his  proportion  of  the  purchase-money 
not  already  paid  out  of  the  profits. 

Thereupon,  and  upon  the  representation  of  the  De- 
fendant Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong  that  a  sale  of  the 
shares  would  deprive  him  of  the  command  of  the  ship, 
the  Defendant  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong  signed  a  me- 
morandum of  agreement,  dated  the  8th  of  March,  1853, 
whereby,  after  reciting  that  the  insurance  money  was 
the  property  of  I'homas  Armstrong,  that  sixteen  sixty- 
fourth 
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ibimrtb  shares  of  **  The  William  Richardson**  were  re-  1864. 
{^is^cred  in  the  name  of  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong^  as 
trastee  for  Thomas  Armstrongf  and  that  the  Plaintiflb 
b&d  agreed  to  allow  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong  **  to 
n&^v^gtte  the  said  shares  in  the  said  ship  for  twelve 
moaiths/'  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong  agreed  to  account 
to  ^I^e  Plaintifiy  as  administrators  of  Thomas  Armstrong^ 
for  the  profits  of  the  ship,  from  the  time  she  was  pur- 
cho^eed  with  the  insurance  money  of  Thomas  Armstrong, 
^nd  at  the  expiration  of  that  period  to  sell  the  shares 
And  pay  over  the  proceeds  thereof,  to  be  divided  ao* 
coining  to  the  will  of  Thomas  Armstrong,  one-fourth 
to  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong,  and  the  remainder  to 
th^    Plaintiffs  and  the  representatives  of  a  deceased 


No  account  of  profits  was  rendered  by  Thomas  CaS" 

Armstrong,  nor  would  he,  on  being  applied  to  in 

ptar»uanoe  of  the  agreement,  concur  in  a  sale,  and  on 

^bo  22nd  of  June,  1864,  the  solicitors  of  the  Plaintiflfs 

6^^«  notice  to  the  Defendant  Richardson  and  his  soli* 

^tiOTs  of  the  Plaintiffs'  title,  as  administrators,  to  the 

t^renty-one  sixty-fourths,  and  demanding  an  account  of 

th^  profits  and  a  statement  of  the  consideration  for  the 

^^^  shares  transferred  to  Richardson.    The  solicitors  of 

^'^kardsan  disclaimed  all  liability  to  account,  as  required, 

hi:a^  made  an  offer,  without  prejudice,  to  compromise. 

On  the  30th  of  June,  1854,  the  Plaintiffs  found,  by 
^^^mining  the  Custom-house  books,  that  the  Defendant 
'^^^mas  Cassop  Armstrong  had,  by  a  bill  of  sale,  dated 
^■^^  8th  of  the  same  month,  transferred  the  remaining 
^^^teen  sixty*fourths  to  the  Defendant  Richardson,  but 
^^y  alleged  that  the  bill  of  sale  was  not  entered  till 
^*^  same  30th  of  June,  or  at  all  events  till  after  the 
Notice  of  the  22nd  of  June,  and  this  was  not  denied. 

The 


AftHsTftova 
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The  ship  bad  sailed  od  the  28th  of  Jume.  The  PlaintifiB 
by  this  bill  prayed  an  account  of  profits,  a  transfer  to 
the  administrators  of  Thomas  Arwutrtmg  or  a  sale,  and 
Akmitkov«.  i^q  injanction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  selling 
or  transferring  the  twenty-one  sixty-foarths,  and  from 
parting  with  the  certificate  ofregistry,  and  firom  cansiog 
any  entry  of  sale  to  be  made  in  the  registry  book,  or 
any  indorsement  thereof  on  the  certificate. 

The  Defendant  Thomas  Cassop  Arssstromg  being  on 
a  Toyage,  the  Plaintiff  moved  for  an  injanction  in  the 
terms  of  the  prayer,  as  against  the  Defendant  Rieh^ 
ardsom. 

The  Defendant  Richardson  by  his  affidavit  stated, 
that  from  a  conTersation  he  had  with  Thomas  Armt- 
strong^  he  beHeved  he  had  given  the  Defendant  Thomuu 
Cassop  Armstrong  the  insurance  money,  and  be  had 
therefore  always  treated  him,  and  not  his  father,  as  the 
real  owner,  after  his  last  account  in  respect  of  **  The 
AwKthgstr  that  all  the  accounts  as  to  ''  The  William 
JtichardsoRy*  both  before  and  after  the  death  of  Thtrmas 
Armstrong^  had  been  settled  by  him  with  the  Defendant 
Thomtu  Cassop  Armstrong ;  that  he  had  never  been 
asked  either  by  Thomas  Armstrong  or  the  Plaintifl^ 
to  account  till  the  letter  of  the  22nd  of  Jnme^  1854; 
that  on  being  then  informed  by  the  Defendant  Thomas 
Cassop  Armstrong  of  the  claims  made  against  him  by 
the  PlaintidTs,  which  he  foresaw  might  interfere  with  the 
working  of  the  ship,  he  procured  the  bill  of  sale  of  the 
8th  o(Jnney  lSo4,  but  in  ignorance  of  the  memorandum 
of  the  agreement  of  the  8th  of  Marth^  l$o3  and  of  the 
letter  of  the  22nd  of  Jmne^  lSo4;  that  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  of  sale  was  the  faur  value,  as  was  also  the 
consideration  for  the  five  sixty-fourth  shares,  and  that 
the  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  *'  The  William  mch- 

ardsom* 
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ardboti*  and  the  receipt  for  deposit  were,  by  mistake,        1854. 
in  the  name  of  Thomas  Armstrong,  instead  of  the  De- 
fendant Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong. 


Armstroko 
Armstrong. 


The  Plaintiffs  by  their  aflSdavits  denied  the  alleged 

conversation  between   the   Defendant  Richardson  and 

J^Aomas  Armstrong,  and  stated  that  Thomas  Armstrong 

became  interested  in  both  ships  to  give  employment  to 

his  son;  that  the  accounts  as  to  "The  Amethyst'*  were 

all  settled  by  the  Plaintiff  t/aTww  Armstrong  (who  acted 

'or  his  father,  an  infirm  old  man),  with  the  son  of  the  De- 

^ndant  Richardson,  and  sometimes,  but  not  often,  with 

^^^omcLS  Cassop  Armstrong  himself,  but  never  with  the 

-■defendant  Richardson;  that  the  sums  due  for  profits 

'^'^ere,  from  time  to  time,  paid  over  to  Thomas  Armstrong, 

^^e  account  being  signed  by  the  Plaintiff  .Tames -4riii- 

'^^^Gng,  and  that  Thomas  Armstrong  requested  applica- 

^-^ons  to  be  made  to  the  Defendant  Richardson  for  an 

^<^oount  of  profits  of  the  new  ship,  but  no  application 

'^^cJ  been  made,  because  it  was  supposed  that  the  balance 

^^  ^«  for  purchase-money  had  not  been  fully  liquidated. 

3Mr.  iJ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Thomas  Stevens,  in  support 

^    the  motion,  contended,  that  the  registration  of  the 

*^^re8  in  the  name  of  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong  was 

•^^^.udulent,  he  being  the  mere  agent  and  tiiistee  of  his 

^^her,  who  supposed  they  had  been  registered  in  his 

^^^^n  name,  and  that  the  Court  ought  therefore  to  pre- 

^^nt  the  legal  title  in  Rieliardson  being  perfected,  by  the 

^^^orsement  of  the  transfer  on  the  certificate,  after  the 

^^tmm  of  the  ship.    They  cited  Mestaer  v.  Gillespie  (a) ; 

^f^ldt  V.  Lechmere  (b) ;  Ex  parte  Yallop  (c). 

Mr. 
(fl)  11  Ve$.  621.         (6)  13  Vet.  588.         (c)  15  K«.  60. 


76  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1854.  Mr.  Raupell  and  Mr.  W.  Fonier,  for  the  Defendmnt  .^ , 

Richardson.    There  has  been  no  fraud.     [Tke  Mastef-'^^ 
of  the  Rolls.   I  am  satisfied  as  to  the  fairness  of  tbe^^i 
transaction,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  five  sixty^fourths.'B^^ 
And  if  there  be  no  fraud,  the  Court  will  not  interfere;^   < 
Zanfflon  v.  Horton(a).     Even  where  fraud  exists,  it^£ 
must  be  very  clear  to  induce  the  Court  to  interfere, 
in  some  instances  it  has  refused  to  do  so,  it  being  agi^inst^.^ 
the  general  policy  of  the  Registry  Acts,  which  it  is  so  im*^ 
portant  to  enforce ;  Ex  parte  Yallop  (b) ;  and  the  appli  m-. 
cation  of  equitable  doctrines  is  excluded  by  the  8  A:  S 
Vict.  c.  89,  s.  38.    The  registry  of  a  bill  of  sale  rei 
ders  the  transfer  perfect  and  complete,  the  indorsemi 
of  the  transfer  on  the  bill  of  sale  being,  by  section 
of  the  same  statute,  only  a  ministerial  act  of  the  Ci 
torn -house  officer. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  was  not  heard  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  my  opinion,  this  is  a  case  for  restraining  the  trans- 
fer  of  the  sixteen  shares  of ''  The  William  RichardsonT 
I  agree  that  the  register  is  decisive,  but  there  are  cases 
iq  which  parties  privy  to  fraud  are  restrained  finom  ^C 

exercising  the  rights  to  which  they  are  primA  fade  en-  g^ 

titled*    There  are  various  cases  where  a  fraud  has  be^oi  j 

committed,  in  which  the  Court  will  not  interfere  against  ^ 

an  innocent  person,  as,  for  instance,  against  a  puiv 
chaser  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice.  Con* 
aider  this  case  then,  first,  as  regards  Thomae  Cassap 
Armstrong^  who  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction  and  cannot 
be  dealt  with  except  to  the  extent  of  his  admiaaiona : 
Thomas  Armstrong  became  owner  of  the  ship  ilme- 

ikyst 
(a)  5  Beat.  9.  (b)  16  Vei.  60. 
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thysi  to  give  employment  to  his  ton,  Undy  up  to  the  1864. 
period  of  her  lots,  the  son  accoanted  for  the  freight.  ^"^^^ 
Thea  the  share  of  Thomas  Armstrong  in  the  insurance  ^•"J*^** 
money  is  agreed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  a  AaMTaeas. 
new  ship,  and  the  sum  of  2,600/.  is  to  be  given  to  a 
ship-builder  for  •* The  William  Richardson^*  which  price 
is  accordingly  paid.  The  contract  is  nominally  entered 
into  between  Thomas  Armstrong  and  William  Richardr 
«on  of  the  one  part,  and  the  builder  of  the  other  part, 
but  the  ship  is  registered,  as  to  forty-three  shares,  in  the 
x^ame  of  William  Richardson^  and  as  to  twenty-one 
Aliares  in  the  name  of  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong.  Now 
^^hemca  Cassop  Armstrong  admits  he  had  no  authority 
^o  register  the  shares  in  his  own  name,  that  in  fact  he 
^^^as  not  the  owner  of  the  twenty- one  shares,  that  he 
'^as  liable  to  account  for  them,  and  intended  so  to  do, 
^nd  that  his  reason  for  registering  them  in  his  own 
^^ame  was,  to  have  the  control  of  the  ship  arising  from 
^>^^nership.  If  the  matter  stood  there,  Thomas  Arm-' 
^^Txmg  would  be  the  owner,  and  Thomas  Cassop  Arm^ 
^^^ong^  having  registered  them  in  his  own  name,  could 
^ot  claim  them  for  his  own  property,  but  if  William 
-^UiAardson  had  purchased  them  for  value  he  would  be 
^^titled,  if  he  had  no  notice  of  the  fact  that  Thomas 
^'^'ssop  Armstrong's  right  to  them  could  be  impeached ; 
*^ut  the  opposite  is  proved  by  the  evidence  of  William 
'^^chardson  himself,  for  he  knew  that  the  father  gave 
^^^  son  no  authority,  and  that  there  existed  a  docu- 
*^^t  to  the  contrary,  shewing  an  express  agreement 
^^tered  into  as  to  the  sale  and  distribution  of  the  pro- 
^^^8  of  the  shares;  yet  Richardson,  knowing  this, 
^^ea  a  bill  of  sale  for  the  transfer  of  the  sixteen  shares 
^^  himself  for  no  consideration.  The  sale  is  therefore 
^^>t  band  Jide,  and  William  Richardson  had  distinct 
Notice,  that  though  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong  was  the 
^gal  owner  on  the  register,  he  had,  in  truth,  no  title  to 

the 
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1854. 
Armstrong 

V, 

Armstrong. 


the  shares.  There  must,  therefore^  be  an  injunction  as 
to  the  sixteen  shares,  in  order  that  matters  may  con* 
tinue  in  the  present  state  until  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 
As  to  the  five  shares,  they  stand  on  a  different  footing, 
and  there  will  be  no  order  as  to  them. 


1865. 
June  7,  8,  21. 
The  policy  of    T^HIS  case  is  reported,  an/^,  p.  71,  on  the  occasion 

?I^!P_??!  of  its  coming  before  the  Court  upon  a  motion  for 

an  injunction. 


the  Ship 

§i8try  Act,  in 
isregarding 
interests  not 


ARMSTRONG  v.  ARMSTRONG.  (No.  2.) 


appearing  on 
the  register,  is 
inapplicable 
botn  to  the 


The  cause  now  came  on  upon  motion  for  a  decree, 
when  the  facts  were  somewhat  varied.  The  Defendant 
Richardson^  by  his  answer,  stated,  that  the  sixteen 
shares  of  the  ship  "  William  Richardson^*'  the  subject 
of  dispute  between  the  Plaintiffs  and   the  Defendant 


money  arising 
from  the  sale 
of  a  ship  and 
to  the  produce 
of  the  freight. 

party  who^an-  ^^^^^^  Cassop  Armstrong,  had  been  bond  Jide  sold  to 

pears  on  the  him  for  700/.,  and  he  admitted  that  he  was  accountable 

theabiolute*  ^^^  ^^^^  s""^>  ^^  w^"  ^^  for  21.5/.  I9s.  Orf.,  in  respect  of 

owner  of  a  ^hg  corresponding  proportion  of  the  ship's  freight,  to 

into 'an  agree-  the  persons  who  should  be  duly  found  entitled  thereto, 

ment  for  va-  'jjjg  Plaintiffs  thereupon  adopted  the  sale,  and  sought 


relief  only  in  respect  of  those  moneys,  and  relinquished 
all   claim   to   the    specific   shares   themselves.      They 
claimed,  however,  to  participate  in  the  moneys  as  form- 
ing 


luable  consi- 
deration, ad- 
mitting he  is 
a  trustee,  and 
engaging  to 
sell  the  ship 
and  hand  over 
the  produce  to 

the  true  owner,  the  Court,  notwithstanding  the  Ship  Registry  Act,  will  enforce  the 
agreement. 

Shares  in  a  ship  purchased  with  A.'s  money  were  registered  in  B.**  name.  AOer 
A,*s  death,  B»  entered  into  an  agreement  with  his  representatives,  admitting  their 
right  and  for  valuable  consideration  agreeing  to  sell  the  shares  at  the  end  of  twelve 
months,  and  to  account  to  the  representatives  for  the  proceeds.  B,  accordingly  sold 
to  C.  Held,  that  though  the  Ship  Registry  Act  prevented  llie  representatives  enforcing 
any  right  against  the  ship  itself,  still  that  they  were  entitled  to  recover  the  purchase- 
money  in  the  hands  of  C. 
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Dg    part  of  the  assets  of  the  testator  Thomas  Arm-^        1865. 
irawm^*$  estate,  and   they  insisted  that  the  Defendant      ^^*v*^ 
rhan^as   Cassop  Armstrong    was  a   mere    trustee   for        "^owo 
hem   and  himself,  under  and   by  virtue  of  a  memo-    A»M»T»o!ia. 
mndum  of  agreement,  bearing  date  the  8th  of  March, 
1853,  and  made  between   Thomas   Cassop  Armstrofig 
ind    James  Armstrong  and  Ann  Hutchinson,  wife  of 
Tahn  Hutchinson  of  Sunderland,  master  mariner,  the 
atdministrators,  with  the  will  annexed  of  Thomas  Arm- 
strong, late  of  Sunderland,  aforesaid,  grocer,  deceased, 
^8    follows: — "Whereas    Thomas  Armstrong ^   during 
l^is  life,  was  possessed  of  a  certain  sum  of  money  arising 
from  the  insurance  received  from  the  loss  of  the  ship 
*  -A.vnethyst!  which  was  invested  in  the  ship  *  William 
Richardson,*  of  Sunderland,    and   the    sixteen  sixty- 
^urth  shares  thereof  were  registered  in  the  name  of  the 
^^id  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong,  as  trustee  for  and  on 
*^half  of  the  said    Thomas  Armstrong,  deceased  ;  and 
^^hereas  the  said  James  Armstrong  and  Ann  Hutchin- 
*^»»  have  agreed  to  allow  the  said  Thomas  Cassop  Arm- 
^^^eng  to   navigate  the  said   shares   in   the  said  ship 
^^iUiam  Richardson*  for  twelve  months  from  this  time, 
^■^d,  in  consideration  thereof,  the  said  Thomas  Cassop 
*  ^"nnstrong  hereby  agrees  to  account  to  the  said  James 
^'^mstrong  and  Ann  Hutchinson,  as  such  administra- 
tes of  the  said  Thomas  Armstrong,  for  the  gains  and 
^ofits  of  the  said  ship,  from  the  time  she  was  purchased 
ith  the  money  of  the  said  Thomas  Armstrong,  as  afore- 
id,  and  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  period,  to  sell 
«  same  shares,  and  to  pay  over  the  proceeds  thereof, 
be  divided  accoiding  to  the  will  of  the  said  Thomas 
^mstrong,  deceased,  namely,  one-fourth  to  the  said 
\omas  Cassop  Armstrong,  and  the  remainder  to  the  re* 
^sentatives  of  Matthew  Armstrong,  deceased,  and  the 
1  James  Armstrong  and  the  said  Ann  Hutchinson.** 

This 
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This  agreement  was  signed  by  the  three  persons  pai 
ties  thereto. 

The  Plaintifis  claimed,  under  the  will  of  Thomas  Arm 
Unmjf  and  this  agreement,  to  be  entitled  to  a  share  c 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  and  of  the  freigfat,  which  the 
insisted  did  not  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  Shi; 
Registry  Acts,  as  an  interest  in  the  ship  itself. 

Mr.  JR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Tkomas  Sievems^  for  th 
Plaintiff.  The  only  question  is,  whether  this  mone; 
does  or  not  form  part  of  the  assets  of  ITkowuu  Arm 
iiro»g,  the  testator,  which  the  Plaintifis,  his  legal  per 
sooal  representatives,  are  entitled  to  sue  for  and  recovei 
Here  is  an  agreement  in  writing  between  the  parties 
whereby,  after  expressly  reciting  that  the  shares  wen 
registered  in  the  name  of  Tkomas  Cassop  Armutromg  m 
a  trustee  for  Thowtas  Armutromg,  TTkomuu  Cassop  Arm 
siromg  agrees  to  account  for  the  gains  and  profits  of  Um 
ship,  and  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  shares,  ii 
consideration  of  his  being  permitted  to  navigate  the  shi| 
for  a  certain  length  of  time.  That  is  an  agreemeol 
wholly  independent  of  the  Ship  Registry  Acts  and  th< 
policy  of  the  Navigation  Laws,  and  the  Ship  Registry 
Acts  can  in  no  way  affect  such  an  agreemenL  It  relates 
not  to  the  ship,  but  to  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
ship,  and  is  valid  even  though  the  agreement  might  be 
inoperative  as  regards  the  ship  itself!  They  cited  Mesiaa 
T.  GiUespU  \fit)  ;  JEIr  parte  Yallop  {b) ;  Speldt  v.  Xedl- 
■0ir(c';  Dax^emportr.  WiUwtfre\,d);  LadbroieT.Lee(e)i 
Pnmiimg  v.  Hamumtmd  v/)  ;  Ba£iersbf  v.  Smqti  (y)  • 
Bmrm  v.  Carvalko  sjk) ;  Rnd  v.  Fairiamks  \i)^ 

Mr. 
(«)  11  Fd.  Ol.  C"  S  TmmMt,  SSSL 

ik)  15  »«.  eO.  .  ^'  3  ll.aMucC  110. 

U^  13  Tci.  555.  vi     ^  Ji/^*-.  ^  Cr.  69a 

K€}  4  i>r  G.  4  S».  IiXSL 
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IVlr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  W.  Forster,  for  the  Defendants,  1856. 
oon  tended,  that  the  agreement  amounted  to  an  equit- 
^bl^  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  ship  and  distribution 
oF  ^he  proceeds,  which,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Armstrong, 
Ship  Registry  Act,  was  void.  They  cited  Thompson  v. 
-^^'^^xJie  (a) ;  Neumham  v.  Graves  (b) ;  Barker  v.  Chap- 
nma,9M  (c);  Battersby  v.  Smyth  (d) ;  Follett  v.  Delany  («) ; 
-^iW^Ae*  V.  Morris{f) ;  M^Calmont  v.  Rankin  {g) ;  Dun- 
aan  y.  TindaU{h);  Brewster  v.  Clarke  (i);  8  &  9  Vict. 
c-    8S,88.  34— 39. 


\ 


SThe  Master  of  the  RoUiS.  June  21. 

TTie  nature  of  the  case  is  this : — Thomas  Armstrong, 
tik^  testator,  was  part  owner  of  a  vessel  called  "  The 
-^^  *»»  ^thyst"  which  was  lost.  He  received  his  share  of  the 
^^^^vmrance  money,  but  before  this  had  been  done  he  was 
^^^iroos  to  embark  with  his  joint  owner,  the  Defendant 
"^  »*•  Richardson^  in  a  new  adventure  in  another  ship,  to 
"^  ^called  "  The  William  Richardson,''  in  which  he  was 
^^  l^ave  twenty-one  sixty-fourths.  His  object  undoubt- 
^^  ^^  was  to  employ  his  son  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong, 
^  '•nuaster  of  the  ship,  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong  acted 
^^]s  father's  agent  in  the  matter,  and  400/.,  received  by 
'^3mas  Armstrong  in  respect  of  the  insurance  money, 
^"^^^^^  applied  in  part  payment  of  his  share  in  the  new   . 

^  ^,  and  the  remainder  of  his  share  of  the  purchase- 

,^^^^^ey  was  to  be  paid   out   of  the   ship's   earnings. 

'^^cmas  Cassop  Armstrong  registered  his  father's  shares 

the  ship  in  his  own  name  as  owner  thereof.    There 

is 

^c)  1  Madd.  39.  (/)  2  De  G.  M.  ^  G.  349. 

C*)  1  Madd.  399,  n.  (g)  8  Hare,  I ;  2  De  G.,  M. 

Cr)  1  Madd.  400,  n.  ^  G.  403. 

^d)  3  Madd.  110.  (A)  13  C.  B.  Rep.  258. 

Ce)  2  DeG.^  Sm.  235.  (i)  2  Mer.  75. 
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is  some  contest  upon  the  eTidence,  whether  that  was 
done  with  the  consent  and  assent  of  his  father  or  Dot, 
but  in  the  view  that  I  am  about  to  state  of  the  case,  I 
AftHf  TKoae.    do  not  think  it  material. 

In  October,  1852,  Thomas  Armstrong,  the  father, 
died,  having  by  his  will  given  his  property  equally 
among  all  his  children;  and  in  November  following, 
Thoimas  Cassop  Armstrong,  in  order  to  repay  a  portion 
of  the  debt  remaining  due  for  the  ship,  transferred  five 
of  twenty-one  sixty-fourths  to  William  Richardson,  in 
part  discharge  of  that  debt,  which  is  not  complained  of. 
There  then  remained  sixteen  sixty-fourths  standing  in 
the  name  of  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong,  and  these  form 
the  subject  of  the  present  suit.  The  Plaintiffs  applied 
to  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong,  and  they  stated  that  the 
one-fourth  of  the  ship  belonged  to  the  testator,  having 
been  bought  with  his  money,  and  that  he  ought  there- 
fore to  account  for  it,  and  make  it  good  to  the  testator's 
estate.  Thereupon  a  considerable  number  of  letters 
passed  between  the  parties  upon  this  subject,  and  some 
of  them  are  very  materiaL  One  was  written  from  Car- 
diff, upon  his  return  from  a  voyage,  in  which  he  ex- 
pressly states,  that  it  is  desirable  not  to  transfer  the  ship 
into  the  names  of  these  additional  persons,  but  to  make 
an  arrangement  by  which  they  can  have  the  ben^t  of 
the  ship,  impliedly  therefore  admitting  and  in  fact  he 
nowhere  disputes  the  claim  made  by  his  brother  and 
sister ;  and  in  all  his  letters,  and  evidently  understand- 
ing the  whole  matter,  he  speaks  distinctly  and  plainly 
on  the  subject,  as  to  the  course  he  is  disposed  to  adopt. 
Iio^upon,  after  his  return  and  subsequently  to  these 
klteia,  be  enters  into  an  agreement  which  forms  the 
groundwork  of  the  decree,  which  I  think  the  Plaintiffs 
are  entitled  to.  I  refer  to  the  letters  because  they  es- 
tablish that  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong  clearly  under- 
stood 
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stood  what  he  was  about,  and  shew  what  he  considered 
^6  Plaintiffs  entitled  to  and  what  he  intended  to  do, 
and  further  that  this  agreement  really  carried  into  effect 
that  intention.    The  agreement  was  as  follows.    [His  Arm»t»omo 
Banor  here  read  it  (a).] 

The  question  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  this  memoran- 

dtim^  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  facts  which  have 

SLctually  occurred.     It  has  been  argued,  that  this  memo- 

raj^cium  cannot  give  any  person,  except  Thomas  Cassop 

Amestrong^  any  interest  in  the  ship,  for  that  would  be 

contrary  to  the  navigation  laws  and  to  the  policy  of 

them :  you  cannot,  it  is  said,  by  possibility,  give  to  any 

person,  except  those  whose  names  appear  in  the  register, 

^ny  bterest  in  a  ship,  and  no  interest  in  a  ship  can 

t>e  ecnveyed  except  in  the  manner  provided  for  by  the 

A.ct   of  Parliament.     I  concur  in  that  argument,  and 

^y  decree  is  not  founded  upon  any  dissent  from  a  pro- 

P9^tion  so  expressed.    Before  I  state  my  opinion  on 

^13    agreement,  and  the  facts  connected  with  it,  I  will 

Pi'c>oeed  to  state  what  has  subsequently  occurred.     In 

"^^     ^rst  place,  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong  clearly  ad- 

^'^^,  as  he  did  in  his  letters,  that  he  considers  himself 

ooii^^j  in  justice,  [not  to  use  any  expression  that  would 

^'l^^^lve  any  question  either  of  law  or  equity],  to  treat 

^    brothers  and  sisters  as  equally  interested  in  this  pro- 

P^^^y  with  himself,  as  being  a  part  of  the  testator's 

^^^.te,  and  the  fects  stated  upon  the  memorandum  are 

^**^e  out  by  the  rest  of  the  evidence  in  this  cause. 

IT 

^t^on  that,  what  takes  place  is  this : — He  sells  the  six- 
*®^^  sixty-fourths  to  William  Richardson^  who  admits 
"^  is  accountable  for  the  price  of  those  sixteen  sixty- 
*^^Tth8  to  such  persons  as  may  be  entitled  to  receive  it. 
"-^   undoubtedly  is  of  opinion  that    Thomas   Cassop 

Armstrong 
(a)  See  anfe,  pt  79. 
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Armstrong  is  the  person  entitled  to  receive  the  price  < 
the  sixteen  sixty-fourths,  but  he  admits  he  is  boand  t 
account  for  the  price  of  those  sixteen  sixty-fourths.  Tl 
Armstkomo.  sixteen  sixty-fourths  of  the  ship  have  been  transferrc 
to  him,  according  to  the  directions  contained  in  tl 
Navigation  Laws  and  the  Ship  Registry  Acts,  and  Wi 
liam  Richardson  is  now  the  fait  and  entire  owner  of  tl 
whole  of  the  ship.  He  also  admits,  that  be  is  bound  1 
account  for  the  freight  of  the  ship,  everything  due  to  hi i 
being  admitted  to  be  paid.  Those  two  sums  he  admi 
to  be  700/.,  for  the  price  of  the  one-fourth  of  the  shij 
and  215/.  I9«.  for  the  amount  of  the  freight,  makin 
together  a  sum  of  about  916/.,  which  the  Plainti£ 
claim  to  have  divided  among  them,  and  the  question  u 
whether  they  are  so  entitled.  I  am  of  opinion  that  thi 
memorandum  of  agreement  did  not  give  them  any  righ 
in  the  ship;  that  they  could  not  have  transferred  o 
prevented  the  transfer  of  the  shares  in  the  ship  whicl 
was  proposed  to  be  made  by  Thomas  Cassop  ArmstroMj 
and  certainly  they  ought  not  to  prevent  any  transfe 
being  made  by  him  for  valuable  consideration.  Th 
agreement  was  this : — not  that  they  were  to  be  owner 
of  ihe  ship,  for  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong  had  him 
self,  in  one  of  the  letters  to  which  I  have  referred 
pointed  out  either  the  inconvenience  or  the  difficult 
of  accomplishing  that  object;  but  Thomas  Cassop  Arm 
strong  was  himself  to  sell  the  ship,  and  they  were  thei 
to  become  entitled  to  have  the  proceeds  of  one-fourth  o 
the  ship  divided  among  them.  He  sells  the  ship,  an< 
thus  acts  in  conformity  with  this  memorandum.  Havinj 
i^^U.  the  ship  and  received  the  money  (for  I  treat  tb 
money  in  the  hands  of  TlllUam  Itichardson  as  exactl; 
in  tl)e  same  situation),  the  question  is,  whether,  in  tha 
BtA%£  of  circumstances,  this  memorandum  is  not  suffi 
cici^t  to  entitle  the  Piaintit!s  to  a  share  in  the  produc 
of  the  ship,  and  in  the  earnings  of  the  ship  in  th 

hand 
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hands  of  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong ^  or  of  William        1855. 
HicAcurdson,  who  is  ready  to  pay  it  to  the  persons  eoti 
tied  to  it. 


Armstromo 
Armstromo. 


I    think  it  unnecessary  to  go  into  those  authorities, 
^bich  were  very  material,  undoubtedly,  upon  the  motion 
for  the  injunction,  such  as  the  case  of  Mestaer  v.  GiUes- 
pie  (a),  and  those  other  cases  which  lay  down  the  prin- 
ciple, that  upon  evidence  of  fraud,  this  Court  would 
interfere  to  prevent  the  sale  of  ships,  because  it  appears 
^o  me  that  this  is  a  question  relating  simply  to  the  pro- 
duce of  the  sale  of  a  ship,  the  division  of  which  has 
^^en  settled  by  an  agreement,  in  my  opinion,  binding 
^Pon  the  parties.     I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand,  if  the 
^«*giiment  is  pushed  to  its  full  extent,  how  the  Court 
Could  get  over  the  inevitable  fraud  and  evils  which 
^^otald  result  from  deciding  according  to  the  Defendant's 
contention;   the  consequence  would  be,  to  hold  that 
^he  navigation  laws  not  only  prevent  any  right  in  a 
^^i|j,  except  for  those  whose  names  appear  upon  the 
^^gister,  but  also  in  the  produce  of  the  ship.    Take 
^tfcia  case,  which  is  of  daily  occurrence  : — a  ship-owner 
^ies  possessed  of  a  large  number  of  ships,  and  he  ap- 
points executors,  is  it  to  be  contended,  that  having  left 
directions  that  his  ships  should  be  sold  and  the  money 
divided  among  his  legatees  in  certain  proportions,  the 
executors  may  say,  "  this  is  our  ship,  we  are  entitled  to 
^^  by  law,"  which  would  be  the  case,  because  the  ship 
'^ould  appear  on  the  register  in  their  names.     Could 
^hey  be  allowed  to  say  "  we  have  sold  the  ship,  and 
^  no  interest  can  be  given  in  it  by  any  act,  except 
^W  specified  in  the  Registry  Act,  so  neither  can  it 
^  given  in  the  proceeds  of  the  ship,  and  therefore 
^e  cestuis  que  trust  under  the  testator's  will  cannot  call 
on  us  to  account  for  the  produce."     I  apprehend  it  is 

quite 
(a)  11  Ve$.  621. 


86 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1856. 

AKMITftOlfO 
V. 

AmntTKoifo. 


quite  impossible  that  the  principle  can  be  carried 

such  an  extent.    Suppose  the  owner  of  a  ship  ente ^ 

into  a  contract  with  another  person  for  valuable  cons^aB 
deration,  and  says,  **  I  agree  to  sell  the  ship  and  divic=a» 
the  proceeds  between  you  and  me,  in  consideration  » 
your  doing  some  particular  act."    I  admit  that  this  giv^  ^ 
no  interest  in  the  ship,  but  when  he  sells  the  ship  an 
becomes  possessed  of  the  proceeds,  would  this  CSou 
say,  that  this  case,  involving  merely  a  question  as  to  tb 
right  to  a  sum  of  money,  is  open  to  the  evils  which 
navigation  laws  and  the  Ship  Registry  Act  were  intends 
to  prevent,  so  that  nobody  can  acquire  any  interest  r 
the  proceeds  of  a  ship,  because  it  is  desirable  that  in 
foreigner  shall  have  any  interest  in  the  ship  itself? 
apprehend  that  the  argument  cannot  be  maintained* 


Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong,  when  he  entered  into  thr  ^ 
contract,  knew  that  the  Plamtifl^  claimed  as  against  hiB^  • 
the  assets  of  his  fiither,  that  which  had  been  applied  in  tfai^ 
purchase  of  the  ship,  and  that,  at  any  rate,  he  was  Itabl^ 
to  them  for  the  money  of  the  father  which  he  had  applies  ■^ 
in  payment  of  the  ship,  unless  he  could  shew  that  th^  ^ 
fiBLther  had  given  it  to  him,  which  indeed  the  evidenc^^ 
entirely  foils  in  shewing.     Is  not  this  a  sufficient  oon^ — 
sideration  to  support  an  agreement  of  this  description 
the  facts  shewing  that  the  testator's  money  was  in  fac«^ 
applied  in  payment  of  this  ship  ?     In  my  opinion,  tbi^^ 
is  quite  sufficient  to  make  the  agreement  for  the  division 
of  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  ship,  in  the 
hands  of  the  registered  owner,  valid  and  efiective. 


le  case$  that  have  been  cited  do  not  appear  to 

to  to-M^^^  or  affect  the  view  which  I  take  of  this 

I         ter  T.  C3ttrie(a)  was  not  a  case  of  fraud, 

neither  FiompsoM  r.  Leake  (b\  it  was  a  case  of 

mistake. 
(«>  t  Hgr.  7^  {h)  1  Mmdi.  39. 
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mistake.    Newnkam  t.  Graves  (a)  was  not  a  case  of       1865. 

Fraud ;  Battersby  v.  Smyth  (6),  was  a  case  of  agreement    j^^^^ 

for  the  sale  of  a  share  in  the  ship ;  the  bill  was  filed  «. 

for  that  purpose,  and  a  demurrer  was  allowed.     In  all 

^hose  cases  an  endeavour  was  made,  by  means  of  the 

contract  between  the  parties  or  of  their  acts,  to  obtain 

^  Bhare  in  an  existing  ship,  then  registered  in  the  name 

of  another  person.     The  case  of  Follelt  v.  Delany  (c) 

^B  of  that  description,  and  in  that  case,  the  Vice-Chan- 

cellor  expressly  points  out,  that  he  does  not  express  any 

opinion  on  what  would  have  been  the  result  if  it  had 

'>een  a  case  of  fraud.    The  case  of  M^Calmont  v.  i2an- 

^^>a  (if)  appears  to  be  very  important  in  this  view  of  the 

<^sc;  it  lays  down,  expressly,  that  no  interest  in  the 

ship  can  be  acquired  in  such  cases,  and  it  also  points 

out,  that  although  the  Court  has  frequently  spoken  of 

&a.ud  making  an  exception,  there  is  no  case  to  be  found 

><^  tJie  books  in  which  the  particular  fraud  which  would 

^■"^eate  an  interest  in  a  ship  has  occurred ;  but  the  Lord 

^^hancellor  expressly  says,  that  his  decision  is  not  in 

^^^xy  degree  to  affect  the  case  relating  to  the  produce 

^^^ing  from  the  sale  of  the  ship.    The  passage  to  which 

*      «*efer  is  this(e): — "It  has   been   most  elaborately 

^^'^ued,  that  I  might  and  ought  to  give  effect  to  the 

^^^'^►nsaction    as    regards    the    proceeds  of  the  vessel, 

^^tiiough  I  cannot  affect  the  vessel  itself.     I  do  not  lay 

^c^^m  any  rule  that  parties  cannot  authorize  a  ship  to  be 

^^Id,  and  direct  in  what  manner  the  money  shall  be 

applied,  that  is  quite  a  different  question.     But  the 

Question  before  me  is  this: — ^the  Plaintiffs  claim  the 

^glit,  under  certain  documents,  which  they  say  vest  the 

fit>perty  of  the  vessel  in  them,  but  for  the  Ship  Registry 

^ts,  and  being  forced  to  relinquish  such  right  to  the 

vessel, 

(o)  1  Madd.  399,  n.  (d)  2  De  G.  M.  4*  G.  403. 

(()  3  Madd.  110.  (e)  2  De  G.  M.  if  G.  p.  424. 

(c)  2  De  G.  ^  An.  235. 
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ARMtTROMO. 


vessel,  they  say  they  have  an  equity  to  that  which  rep 
sents  the  vessel,  namely,  the  price  produced  by  the  s 
of  the  vessel,  and  that  a  Court  of  Equity  is  bound  to  g 
effect  to  that  claim."  Then  his  lordship  proceeds  to  sta 
that  in  his  opinion,  that  is  not  so,  and  that  he  can  oi 
regard  the  contract  under  the  documents  which  w< 
produced  as  not  giving  a  right  to  the  vessel,  and  cons 
quently,  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  the  p 
ceeds.  My  opinion  is,  that  the  agreement  here  does  i 
give  any  interest  in  the  ship,  but  it  is  an  agreement,  tl 
at  the  expiration  of  the  period  mentioned,  Thomas  Cosa 
Armstrong  is  to  sell  the  shares  and  pay  over  the  pi 
ceeds  thereof  according  to  the  will  of  TTiomas  At 
strong.  That  is  exactly  what  Lord  St.  Leonards  in  tl 
case  says  (a) : — "  I  do  not  lay  down  any  rule  that  part 
cannot  authorize  a  ship  to  be  sold  and  direct  in  wl 
manner  the  money  shall  be  applied."  This  is,  in  fa 
an  agreement  directing  a  ship  to  be  sold,  and  authorizi 
in  what  manner  the  money  to  arise  from  the  sale  of  t 
ship  shall  be  applied. 


The  part  of  the  agreement  that  relates  to  the  freij 
of  the  ship  stands  upon  a  different  ground,  and  is  i 
affected  by  the  Ship  Registry  Acts. 

The  result  is,  that,  in  my  opinion,  this  is  an  agr( 
ment  which  is  binding  on  lliomas  Cassop  Armstrot 
that  it  is  capable  of  being  enforced  in  this  Court,  a 
that  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  ship  bei 
now  available,  he  is  bound  to  account  for  it  in  t 
manner  provided  by  this  agreement. 


Ulicfi  the  case  came  before  me  on  the  motion  for  t 

itiJQiicLioo,  I   undoubtedly  thought  that  a   fraud  w 

*  riy  Uj  im  effected,  and  that  Thomas  Cassop  Ar 

strc 
(a)  tDtG.M.^G.  424. 
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9tr<yng  either  iDtended,  or  that  it  was  possible  he  in-        1855. 

tjendedy  (for  he  did  not  appear  before  me  on  that  occa-      ^'^^/*^^ 

»iork,)  to  sell  the  ship  for  a  nominal  consideration,  and  in      »>'^»®"® 

point   of  fact  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  real  price  in   Armstrowo. 

«in  other  manner,  and  this  I  thought  would  be  a  fraud 

vipon  the  agreement.     I  thereupon  thought  it  proper  to 

restrain  the  sale,  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  what  case 

should  be  made  out  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause.   Besides 

this,  upon  the  affidavits  made  upon  the  motion,  William 

^ichctrdson  did  not  state  that  he  had  bought  the  ship  for 

"^OO/.y  and  that  he  held  the  proceeds,  and  was  willing  to 

account  for  the  price,  in  such  manner  as  the  Court  should 

tliinlc  right.  It  was  on  these  grounds  that  I  granted  the 

injunction,  because,  without  intending  to  express  any 

opinion  on  the  merits  of  the  cause,  1  thought  there  was 

^  serious  and  important  question  to  be  tried,  the  trial 

^^   ^^liich  could  only  be  ensured  by  granting  the  injunc- 

^^^«      But  now,  upon  the  hearing  of  this  cause,  the 

^^^6   has  assumed  a  very  different  aspect,  and  it  appears 

"^^t.    in  fact  a  bon&  fide  sale  has  been  made  to  William 

'^^^^ardson.     If  he  had  made  that  case  in  the  first  in- 

*  ^"^oe,  I  should  have  considered  him  a  mere  stakeholder, 

^*^CDuld  have  directed  him  to  pay  the  money  into  Court, 

***^^     lave  given  him  all  his  costs  of  the  suit.     As  it  is,  it 

'^F^^ars  to   me  that  Thomas  Cassop  Armstrong  now 

^^c^8  something  inconsistent  with  the  agreement  en- 

**^^  into  by  him,  which,  in  my  opinion,  is  a  legal 

^**^ement,  binding  the   proceeds  to  be  received  and 

^ic?h  must  be  divided  accordingly.     I  shall  therefore 

^Ve  a  decree  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs,  upon  the  pro- 

^^cJs  of  the  ship,  prefacing  the  decree  by  a  statement 

^^t  "it  appearing,  or  it  being  admitted  by  William 

'Richardson,  that  there  is  now  in  his  hands  700/.  as  the 

l^^ce  of  the  sixteen  sixty-fourths  of  the  ship,  and  also 

^^e  sum  of  215/.  19«.,  in  respect  of  the  earnings  of  those 

sixteen  sixty-fourths  of  the  ship,"  direct  that  money 

to 


a 
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to  be  paid  into  Court  I  shall  then  declare,  that  ac —  — 
cording  to  the  agreement  the  fund  ought  to  be  divideA.  ^S 
between  the  persons  in  the  shares  specified  in  the  agree-*     ^— 


I  am  of  opinion  that  I  cannot  give  WiUiam  Richard- 
son any  costs  of  the  suit,  as  I  should  have  done,  il 
the  case  which  he  now  makes  at  the  hearing  bad 
originally  been  made  by  him,  on  the  motion  for  the  in- 


junction, but  I  shall  not  order  him  to  pay  any  costs^-^ 
TAomcu  Cassop  Armstrong  must  undoubtedly  pay  the 
costs.     In  my  opinion  he  has  done  that  which  make 
him  entirely  in  the  wrong  in  this  case. 

I  may  add  that  the  case  of  Prouting  v.  Hammond  {aj^^ 
appears  to  be  a  distinct  authority,  at  law,  for  the  sam^^ 
proposition  which  I  am  laying  down  here.    In  that  cas 
the  Court  of  Law  expressly  held,  that  the  naFigatioc 
laws  did  not  prevent  an  action  of  assumpsit  to  recovei 
the  money  from  a  person  who  had  sold  the  ship  and 
had  the  proceeds  in  his  hands.    That  appears  confirme<£:^^^  ^ 
by  the  view  which  Lord  St.  Leonards  took  in  the  cas^^^^^ 
of  M'Calmont  y.  Rankin,  to  which  I  have  already  re— ^^^■' 
ferred. 

The  case  in  Hares  Reports  of  the  ship  "  Cambrian,*^^ ^,^^^ 
was  a  different  matter  altogether.  There,  if  the  ship:^  mm:^ 
had  arrived  at  Liverpool,  and  the  proceeds  had  beeir^  ^^— 
divided,  this  Court  would  not  have  interfered,  but  it  wa^  -^3^  "^^ 
an  attempt  to  get  an  interest  in  the  ship  itself,  by  reasociM^'^^:^* 
of  the  proceedings  which  had  taken  place,  and  the 
Court  was  of  opinion  that  this  could  not  be  effected. 
(•)  8  Tmmtan,  688. 


.iUnOM  Juiticef),  Augutt  3,  1852 
198;  Common  v.  Lister  (lot- 
ST.  Butters,!  JKay  4r  J.  248. 
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COURTIER  r.  ORAM.  June  22. 

r  July  2. 

^  ^  testator  having  a  son,  TAomaSf  two  daughters,  A  testator  be- 
viz.  Hannah,  the  wife  of  Mr.  Oram,  and  Su-  i"^**^^^^ 
'"^'•'^caA,  the  wife  of  Mr.  Rose,  and  a  granddaughter,  retiduary  e»- 
^^^^^  Anderson,  the  child  of  a  deceased  son,  made  hj,  ^^ 

^^^   ^^Pirill  in  1826.  cY^Aten,  and 

when  any  child 
died,  his  part 

H«  thereby  expressed  himself  as  follows:—"  I  order  *d^^^"*"^ 

tho     T^sidoe  to  be  divided  amongst  my  children  as  fol-  amongst  the 

'oi^s^  when  it  is  ascertained  what  it  will  make,''  &c.  &c,  viving'J^Md^ 

•  •     •    .  .    "  I  order,  when  ascertained,  what  money  or  fWldren ;  and 
m,^  ,         .         1      ,.  .1    1  .  ,  1  1  hkewiscjifany 

luc^oxjQe  there  is  to  be  divided  into  three  shares,  and  one-  of  bis  grand- 

^"'•ci  of  each  share,  allowing  one  share  to  each  son  and  ^^51^*^"^*^* 

^^'^^hter.*'    After  a  clause  as  to  the  interest  intended  be  divided 

^^^  ^^BtUey  Anderson,  and  for  the  payment  of  a  debt  of  ""^^f^^^y,^ 

"^  •*'-    ^ose,  which  are  immaterial  for  the  present  purpose,  other  grand- 

^       ^stator  proceeded  as  follows: — "And  when  any  Held,  that  the 

^^    ^*^y  children  dies,  their  part  to  be  equally  divided  ^^?^*[^"5^" 

^^^^^^^'^gst  the  surviving  children  of  my  children,  and  grandchild, 

,       ^  '^^se,  if  any  of  my  grandchildren  dies,  their  part  to  ^J^  l^JJ^" 

-^  ^     ^^ivided  amongst  the  survivors  of  my  other  grand-  children,  was 

"^^Sren,  whether  in  moneys,  houses  or  rents.     And  in  moten»8. 


,  •  *^^^  all  my  children,  and  my  children's  children,  should 
^     the  whole  to  be  given  to  my  nephews  and  nieces  of 
^^      own  family,  as  mentioned  on  the  other  side  of  this 
*^^^^^r." 

^^  ^^The  testator  died  in  September,  1826,  Hannah  Rose 

^  ^^^  in  December  following,   Thomas  Anderson  died  in 

^^^7,  and  Susannah  Rose  was  still  living.    There  were 

^^T  grandchildren  only,  all  of  whom  were  living  at  the 

testator's 
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1856.       testator's  death;  of  these,  William  Oram  died  in  1836, 
2Lnd  Betsey  Courtier  in  1843. 

On  the  deaths  of  the  testator's  children,  Hannah  and 
Thomas^  their  shares  went  over  to  the  four  surviving 
grandchildren,  and  the  principal  question  was,  whether 
on  the  deaths  of  the  two  grandchildren,  William  and 
Betsey^  their  shares  went  over  to  the  two  surviving 
grandchildren.  This  depended  on  the  question,  whether 
the  gifts  over  to  the  surviving  grandchildren  were  or 
were  not  void  for  remoteness. 

Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  Wickens^  for  James  Anderson 
Rose  and  William  Anderson^  the  two  surviving  grand- 
children. 

Mr.  Cairns,  for  Mrs.  Rose. 

Mr.  RoupeU,  Mr.  Greene,  Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr. 
Humphrey,  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  in  reply. 

The  following  cases  were  cited.  Greenwood  v.  iRo- 
berts  (a) ;  Jarvis  v.  Pond  (Jb) ;  Coulthurst  v.  Carter  (c) ; 
Gooch  V.  Gooch  (d) ;  Storrs  v,  Benbow  {e). 


Jufy  2.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  in  this  case  turns  upon  the  construction 
of  the  will  of  William  Anderson,  a  person  in  easy  cir- 
cumstances 

(a)  15  Beav,  92.  (d)  14    Beav,  565;  3  De  G. 

(6)  9  Sim.  549.  Macn,  S^-  O.  366. 

(c)  15  Beav.  421.  (e)  2  Myl.  ^  K.  46. 
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.vnstances  bot  not  very  conversant  with  letters,  and 
^ose  willy  made  without  professional  assistance,  con-> 
i.:ais  a  series  of  those  blunders  usually  found  in  wills 
:^  #*  that  description.  These  blunders  do  not  however,  in 
=B=^  3^  opinion,  prevent  the  Court  seeing  what  he  really 
-^CB.^^^nded  to  express. 

^The  principal  difficulty  arises  on  this  passage,  which, 

L  wrm.     my  opinion,  applies  generally  to  all  the  shares  into 

^^v  'hich  the  testator  divided  his  property, — "  and  when 

C3K.KS  J  of  my  children  dies,  their  part  to  be  equally  divided 

^^»3ciong8t  the  surviving  children  of  my  children."    This 

-■  ^     a  perfectly  good  disposition  of  the  share  of  any  of 

"^^e  children  amongst  the  surviving  grandchildren.     It 

^^**^s  down  the  interest  before  given  to  the  children  to  a 

"*•  ■'fe  interest,  and  provides,  that  upon  the  death  of  any 

^^hil<j^  the  share  of  that  child  shall  be  divided  among  all 

^'^^   grandchildren  who  should  be  alive.    The  will  then 

^•'^>oecds  thus : — "  and  likewise,  if  any  of  my  grand-* 

^^"ildren  dies,  their  part  to  be  divided  among  the  survi- 

^^^•"^^^  of  my  other  grandchildren."     Then  follows  a  «»ift 

'^^^  **  to  the  nephews  and  nieces : — "  In  case  all  my  chil- 

,    '"^'^  and  children's  children  should  die."     This  means, 

*^    ^iase  they  all  die  before  they  attain  a  vested  interest, 

^  ^  that  would  be  perfectly  good ;  but  that  is  not  the 

^"^^t  which  has  arisen.     The  question  is,  what  is  the 

**^ct  of  the  gift  over,  if  any  of  the  grandchildren  die, 

^  ^.t  is,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  grandchildren. 

^^ow,  previously  to  this  clause,  there  was  a  vested 

S*  *^  in  the  children,  cut  down  to  a  life  interest,  and  a 

S^  ^^  over  to  the  surviving  grandchildren  of  the  testator. 

^  *>^8e  vested  gifts  in  the  shares  must  remain  vested, 

^^^less  and  until  they  are  properly  and  eflfectually  di- 

^^^ted.     Now,  upon  the  death  of  each  grandchild,  the 

share 
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share  was  to  be  divided  among  the  remaining  grand- 
children, and  the  question  is,  whether  this  is  not  void, 
as  offending  against  the  laws  against  perpetuities,  and 
if  it  be  void,  then  whether  the  interests  being  previously 
vested  remain  so,  there  being  no  subsequent  valid  dis- 
position of  the  property. 

I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  limitation  is 
void  for  remoteness.  Starrs  v.  Benb(nv(a)  does  not 
apply  to  this  case.  Gooch  v.  Gooch  (b)  does  incidentally 
apply,  but  there  are  other  cases  which  illustrate  more 
clearly  why  I  think  the  limitation  is  too  remote,  such 
as  Vawdry  v.  Geddes  (c) ;  Dodd  v.  Wake  (d).  The  prin- 
ciple is  this : — ^Where  a  testator  gives  a  life  estate  to  one 
of  his  daughters,  with  remainder  to  the  children  of  the 
daughter,  to  be  vested  in  them  upon  attaining  the  age 
of  twenty-two  years,  that  is  the  ordinary  case  of  being 
too  remote ;  for  although  they  might  all  have  been  in 
existence  at  the  death  of  the  daughter,  yet  the  class  is 
not  to  be  ascertained  until  more  than  twenty-one  years 
after  the  testator's  death. 

Now  that  is  the  case  here.  There  are  three  fiEtmilies, 
which  makes  it  a  little  more  complicated,  but  in  effect  it 
is  the  same  thing.  There  is  a  gift  to  the  testator's  three 
children,  and,  on  the  death  of  either  of  them,  their  part 
is  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  the  testator*s  sur- 
viving grandchildren,  then,  upon  the  death  of  any  such 
grandchildren,  there  is  a  gift  over.  It  is  obvious  that 
this  might  happen  much  more  than  twenty-one  years 
afterwards. 

Vawdry  v.  Geddes  was  a  case  of  this  description : — 

The 

(a)  2  Myl.  ^  K,  46.  (c)  1  Ru$s.  if  M.  203. 

(b)  14  Beav,  565.  {d)  8  Sim,  615. 


r 


\ 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  96 

e  testatrix  gave  the  residue  to  her  four  sisters  during       1866. 

sir  lives,  and  directed  that  upon  their  death  the  in«- 

^^t  of  their  respective  shares  should  be  applied,  at 

^  discretion  of  the  executors,  for  the  maintenance  and 

Lscation  of  the  children  of  each  sister  so  dying,  until 

^  children  attained  twenty-two  years,  when  they  were 

lecome  entitled  to  the  mother's  share.  The  real  ques- 

Ki  which  was  argued  in  that  case  was,  whether  it  was 

ted  in  the  children  before  their  attaining  twenty-two. 

K"  John  Leach  held,  that  the  gift  was  not  vested  in  the 

.mldren  until  they  attained  twenty-two;  he  was  unable 

<listinguish  that  case  from  the  residuary  gift  in  Leake 

Jtobinsan  (a),  and  he  decided  that  the  gifts  were  too 

v3K>te  and  void,  because,  although  the  bequest  was  to 

among  a  class  of  persons,  the  different  members  of 

izMich  must  have  been  all  in  existence  at  the  death  of  the 

>::xant  for  life,  yet  the  class  might  not  possibly  be  ascer- 

i«ed  until  twenty-two  years  after  that  time. 

-J^odd  V.  Wake  expresses  the  same  thing.    There  the 

^tator  gave  30,000/.  unto  and  amongst  the  children 

^^^    his  daughter  Mary^  who  should  be  living  at  the  time 

tti  ^    eldest  should  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-four 

y^strs,  &c.  &c.,  to  be  paid  and  payable  to  them  respec- 

^^'^^ly,  when  and  as  they  shall  attain  twenty-four  years. 

*-  l^e  Vice-Chancellor  q{  England  says  (i),  "  the  testator 

^l^pears  clearly  to  have  intended,  that  only  those  children 

^^  his  daughter  should  take  who  should  be  alive  when 

the  eldest  child  for  the  time  being  should  attain  the  age 

^f  twenty-four  years,  and  therefore  the  bequest  is  void 

for  remoteness." 

That  is  very  near  the  present  case.     Here  you  may 
V^raphrase  the  expression    by  saying  "  the  testator 

clearly 
(a)  2  Mer.  363.  (6)  8  5iw.  p.  616. 
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clearly  intended  that  those  grandchildren  shook 
who  should  be  alive  when  the  first  grandchild,  i 
time  being  should  die."  The  bequest  is  therefoi 
for  remoteness. 

The  result  is,  that,  in  my  opinion,  this  is  a  go< 
to  the  children — a  good  gift,  upon  the  death  of  th< 
dren,  to  the  grandchildren,  but  the  gifts  over  ai 
for  remoteness,  and  there  being  an  absolute  and 
qualified  interest  given  to  them  in  the  first  instanc 
absolute  gift  is  not  divested  (a). 

(a)  See  Carver  v.  Bowles,  2  10  Beav,  200 ;  Stephens  \ 

Russ.^M.  301;  Kampf\.  Jones,  den,  20  Beav,  463;  Ga 

2  Keen,  756 ;  Ring  v.  Hardwick,  Butler,  20  Beav.  541. 
2  Beav.  352 ;  Scawin  v.  Watson, 
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WATTS  t;.  SHRIMPTON.  ^'jufyzi^' 

Augusts. 

rr^HE  testator  devised  certain  real  estates  to  C  C  for  a  trust  term 

^        life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  ^f-.^ef^f^ 
'  raising  tne 

tail,  but  subject  to  a  term  of  1,000  years,  to  commence  sum  of 

oa    the  testator's  death,  for  raising  10,000/.,  together  Ini^'fr^ 

with  interest  for  the  same  from  C.  C*s  death,  and  which  *}»«  death  of 

.     1  .1  1  I  •!  >  n^    ^    the  tenant  for 

was  to  be  paid  amongst  the  younger  children  of  C.  C,  life,  for  hii 

w  he  should  appoint,  and  in  default,  equally  between  ^^Jj^^®'     i^ 

them.  should  ap- 

point, and  in 
default,  to  them 

C.  C.  died  in  1846,  having  by  his  will  appointed  the  aJjSmedt^e 

whole  10,000/.  between  his  two  younger  children  (a  son  fund  to  his  two 
y  younffer  child* 

and  a  daughter),  in  unequal  proportions,  i,  c.  7,000/.  to  Jen,  in  un- 

one  and  3,000/.  to  the  other,  "  after  the  death  of  his  «5"**'  P^:**!^': 
.  '  '        ./  J  iiouB,  after  the 

mother  and  himself.*'    His  mother  died  in  1863.  deceauofhim' 

ulfand  of  hii 
mother.    Held, 

A.  question  arose,  whether  the  interest  which  accrued  J^gJi^t^  jn-^^ 

oa  the  10,000/.,  between  the  death  of  C  C.  and  that  of  terest,  between 

n>s  mother  (from  1846  to  1853),  was  divisible  between  thetcmintfor 

"^^  two  younger  children  in  the  proportions  in  which  1^^®  f "^  ^^ 
hA  u     1  .        I    1  •     •  mother,  was 

"<=  Dad  appointed  the  capital  to  them,  or  whether  it  was  unappointed, 

"^appointed  and  divisible  equally.  w^*to  uST" 

two  children 
Mr.  equally,  and 
did  not  pass  as 
accessory  to  the  capital  appointed. 
An  Englishwoman  married  a  domiciled  Frenchman.    Articles  were,  previous  to 
^^Qiarriage,  executed  in  the  English  form,  by  which  the  wife  became  entitled  to 
^^^  a  year.      Her  husband  afterwards  separated  from  her,  and  subsequently  the 
*,^«nch  Court  condemned  her  for  adultery.     Held,  that  the  contract  of  marriage  was 
^'Iglith,  and  that  the  rights  of  the  parties  were  to  be  regulated  by  the  Englisn  law, 
^'^  Airther  property  of  the  wife  having  fallen  into  possession,  and  the  morid  conduct 
f^both  parties  being  reprehensible,  the  income  of  the  fund  must  be  equally  divided 
«^ween  them. 

VOL.  XXI.  H 
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Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Elderton,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
trustee  of  the  term. 

Mr,  Lloydf  Mr.  Karslake,  Mr.  JR.  Palmer  and  ] 
T.  H.  Hally  for  the  daughter  and  her  husband,  c 
tended,  that  the  intermediate  interest  between  the  dea 
of  C.  C.  and  his  mother  was  unappointed,  and  wo 
go  between  the  two  younger  children  equally,  as  in 
fault  of  appointment. 


Mr.  Hardy^  for  the  younger  son,  contended,  that 
whole  interest,  from  the  death  of  his  father,  upon 
7,000/.  appointed  to  him,  passed  as  accessory  to 
capital. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that 
interest  which  accrued  due  on  the  10,000/.,  between 
death  of  the  tenant  for  life  and  that  of  his  mother,  \ 
unappointed,  and   became  divisible  in  equal  moiei 
between  the  two  younger  children. 


July  31.  The  daughter  became  thus  entitled  to  a  portion 

the  fund  in  Court,  which  consisted  of  3,296/.  sto 
capital,  and  1,743/.  income,  and  a  second  question  tl 
arose  out  of  the  following  circumstances  : — 


It  appeared,  that  in  1834  she  had  married  S.,  w 
now  presented  a  petition,  by  which  he  claimed  to 
entitled  to  the  dividends  which  should,  during  the  jo 
lives  of  himself  and  his  wife,  accrue  due  on  the  3,29 
capital  stock,  and  to  the  absolute  use  and  benefit  of  1 
arrears  of  interest  (1,743/.),  and  he  prayed  paym< 
accordingly. 

Accord] 
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According  to  the  statements  in  his  petition,  Mr.  S.,  in        1856. 

2S31,  obtained  provisional  letters  of  naturalization  as  a 

Frenchman,  and  being,  in  1834,  a  domiciled  Frenchman, 

J^e   intermarried  with  Mrs.  S.  in  that  year.     Articles  of 

aSi-eement  in  the  English  form,  dated  the  6th  of  No- 

*^^*»»ifr,  1834,  were  executed  previous  to  the  marriage, 

^y    '^hich  Mrs.  S.  became  entitled  to  about  200Z.  a  year 

"^*'   lier  separate  use,  but  which  did  not  affect  her  interest 

^■^<i^r  the  will  or  under  the  testamentary  appointment 

^^    ^et  father. 

C>a  the  17th  of  October,  1843,  the  Petitioner  was 
*^*1^  naturalized  as  a  Frenchman. 

"X*hcre  had  been  two  children  of  the  marriage,  both 

^^^  '^hom  were  dead.     In  1844,  the  Petitioner  separated 

*"^^  Oq  his  wife,  and  had  ever  since  continued  to  live  sepa- 

""^"^-^  from  her;  and  on  the  30th  of  November,  1847,  the 

•^  iDunil  of  Correctional  Police  of  the  Department  of 

*^  ^   Seine  had  condemned  Mrs.  S.  for  adultery. 

XJnder  these  circumstances,  the  Petitioner  insisted, 

■^^t  the  respective  rights  of  himself  and  his  wife,  in  the 

^^**<^pcrty  in  question  in  this  suit,  were  governed  by  the 

*^  *"^nch  law ;  that  it  was  comprised  in  the  legal  com- 

i^  mity  of  goods,  which,  according  to  the  French  law, 

i«ted  between  them,  in  the  absence  of  any  special  pro- 

^i  OQ  in  derogation  of  or  modifying  the  laws  of  com- 

^^  nity  of  property ;  that  the  husband,  as  the  chief  or 

^*^*nary  representative  of  the  legal  community  of  the 

¥^**^>perty,  had  alone  the  right,  during  the  continuance  of 

^*^<=h  community,  to  receive  the  interest  and  annual 

^^'^^uce  and  all  arrears  of  or  accruing  from  all  principal 

'^^^^neys  and  real  and  personal  property  or  estate  what- 

*^^7er,  belonging  to  the  wife  at  the  time  of  her  marriage, 

^^  to  which  she,  or  her  husband  in  her  right  might  have 

H  2  become 
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become  entitled  during  such  marriage ;  that  this  con 
munity  continued  during  the  joint  lives  of  husband  ar 
wife,  so  long  as  the  separation  of  their  property  had  n 
been  judicially  pronounced,  and  that  such  communi 
was  not,  nor  were  the  rights  of  the  husband  affected  I 
his  living  separate  and  apart  from  the  wife,  and  th 
she  had  no  equity  to  a  settlement. 


There  were  affidavits  in  support  of  the  petitioD|  ii 
pugning  the  wife's  conduct,  and  these  were  met  1 
affidavits  on  her  side  of  the  misconduct  of  the  husban 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Karslake,  for  the  husband.  Tl 
domicil  of  the  husband,  and  consequently  that  of  tl 
wife,  being  in  France,  the  Court  will  inquire,  in  wh 
way  the  matter  would  be  disposed  of  by  the  Fren< 
tribunals,  and  how,  according  to  the  French  law,  tl 
fund  would  be  distributed ;  for  where  there  is  no  expre 
contract  to  the  contrary,  the  law  of  the  matrimoni 
domicil  governs  the  right  to  the  personal  property 
the  wife,  wherever  situated;  Story's  Conf,  (a);  Duna 
V.  Cannan(b), 

In  this  case,  there  is  no  contract  governing  tl 
money,  for  the  settlement  was  confined  to  a  particul 
sum,  and  was  silent  as  to  this  fund,  therefore  the  I 
domicilii  governs,  which  is  the  law  of  France,  for  the 
the  husband  is  domiciled  and  there  the  marriage  to< 
place. 

The  evidence  and  the  Code  Civil  {c)  shew,  that  t 
husband  is  entitled  to  what  he  claims,  and  that  the  wi 
under  the  circumstances,  has  no  equity  to  a  settlemei 

Hutcfiins 


{a)  Page  253. 
(6)  18  Beav,  128. 


(c)  Article  1421,  and   see 
Pothier  (edit.  Dupin)  49,  293. 
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,£fuichinson  v.  Catkcart{a\  in  which  case  it  was  held, 
that  an  Englishwoman  having  married  an  Austrian  had 
lost  her  equity  to  a  settlement,  the  Austrian  law  entitling 
tier  to  none.     Sawer  v.  Shute{b)  was  also  cited.  Shrimptom. 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and   Mr.  T.  H.  Hall,  for  Mrs.  S., 
insisted  on  her  right  to  a  settlement,  and  on  the  protec- 
tion  which^the  English  law  gave  to  an  Englishwoman. 
'Fhcy  argued  that  ^the  contract  was  English  and  made 
between  English  subjects,  and  that  it  settled  all  the  pro- 
perty then  existing  of  the  lady.    That  she  was  interested 
>ii  the  property  at  her  marriage,  under  the  will  of  1817, 
^^d    that  this  was  not  a  future  acquisition,  but  a  fund 
existing  at  the  date  of  the  marriage,  for  in  default  of 
appointment  she  was  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  10,000/. ; 
^^t  she  had  married  contracting  that  the  English  law 
should  settle  her  rights,  at  least  to  the  then  existing  pro- 
p^*^y.    That  if  this  Petition  prevailed,  a  husband  could, 
**^  ^uy  case,  destroy  the  wife's  equity  to  a  settlement,  by 
^*^a.»3ging  his  domicil  to  that  of  a  country  which  ex- 
^'  ^ded  the  wife's  right  to  a  settlement. 

That  Esie  v.  Smyth  (c),  and  Duncan  v.  Cannan  (rf), 

*^^^n  properly  considered,  were  authorities  in  favour  of 

^^    wife's  equity,  which  rested  on  the  peculiar  circum- 

^^^^ces.     That  here  the  husband  was  compelled  to  come 

^^    "^liis  Court  for  the  fund,  and  it  would  thereupon  fasten 

^^       lim  the  condition  of  doing  what  is  just  towards  his 

^Mr.  Lloyd,  in  reply.    The  parties  married  on  the  faith 

^he  law  of  the  husband's  domicil.    This  was  French 

^he  date  of  the  marriage,  for  he  was  then  an  assist- 

*^"^  surgeon  in  a  French  regiment.     The  contract  of 

foreign 

^<i)  8  Iritk  Eg,  Rep,  394.  (c)  18  Beav,  112 

^«)  1  Atutnaher,  63.  (j^)  l^  Beav.  128. 
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foreign  service  alters  the  domicil,  as  in  the  case  of  sa 
vice  in  the   Indian   army,  as  distinguished  from  t 
Queen's  military  service. 

The  place  where  the  marriage  is  solemnized  is  imm 
terial;   Warrender  y,  fVarrender  (a) ;    though  here,  tl 
marriage  in  fact  took  place  in  the  ambassador's  chapi 
at  Paris,  which,  by  fiction  of  law,  is  in  England. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Aug,  6.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

1  am  of  opinion  that  the  marriage  contract  was  "Et^^ 
glish,  and  that  the  English  law  regulated  the  rights  C^" 
the  husband  and  wife  at  the  time  of  the  marriage 
that,  consequently,  property  coming  to  the  wife  subser^ 
quently  must  be  dealt  with  according  to  the  EnglisE^ 
law,  by  the  Courts  in  this  country,  which  have  dominior^ 
over  the  fund,  although  the  husband  is  now  a  domiciled^ 
Frenchman.  1  think  the  course  which  would  be  adoptecS- 
by  the  French  Courts,  as  regards  a  sum  of  money  ii» 
that  country  over  which  they  had  control,  is  not  to  b^ 
regarded  in  this  matter.     1  shall  not,  therefore,  direct: 
any  inquiry  relative  to  the  French  law,  but  deal  with 
the  matter  as  if  this  question  had  arisen  shortly  after 
the  marriage  had  taken  place. 

So  considering  it,  the  conduct  both  of  the  husband 
and  wife  becomes  material.  On  both  sides,  as  appearing 
on  these  aflSdavits,  their  conduct  is  open  to  great  repre- 
hension. I  abstain  from  commenting  on  the  acts  of 
both  parties,  but  shall  consider  it  sufficient  to  say,  that 

having 

(c)  2  Clark  ^  Fin.  488. 
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having  regard  to  those  acts,  I  think  that  I  shall  best  1856. 

oonsuit  justice  and  follow  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  ^-^^-^^ 

decided  cases,  by  dividing  that  part  of  the  fund  in  Court  ^"* 

^vbich  consists  of  past  income  (after  paying  the  costs)  Sheimptom. 

^^d    the  future  income,  equally  between  the  husband 

a«^d  wife. 


PASMORE  V.  HUGGINS. 

TJVbo.  8. 
^E  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  January,  1832,  In  the  con- 
gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  (except  the  trust  JJUJg^lhe  Court 
^^'^oneys  and  stock  comprised  in  his  marriage  settlement)  looki  not  only 
^^  Sirotfff  and  Huggins,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  invest,  ofthewilT* 

^^*^fi  pay  the  dividends  "to  his  sister  Grace  Huggins,  >J««H^tto 
fVfc-.  r^  \.     .  1  /.  ,  ,  theturround- 

^-•^  life,  for  her  sole  use,  separate  from  her  then  present  ingcircum- 

^*"    any /ttfwre  husband."    And  after  her  decease,  the  JSl".*Steofthe 

l^^iticipal  was  to  be  upon  trust  for  the  children  of  Grace  parties. 

'^^^gins  (whether  by  her   said  then   present  or  any  pri„S^ie    ** 

^^^^"n^er  husband),  who  should  be  living  at  her  decease,  ^^^t^^  a  tei- 
^r«..    11  •  Jill..        tator  gave  the 

^^ually,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  the  issue  then  living  income  of  a 

^^  any  of  the  deceased  child  or  children  of  the  said  ^?"^  ^^^ 
^  •'  ^  sister  (then 

^^^€ice  Hvggins,  whether  such  child  or  children  should  sixty-eight 

*^^^e  died  in  his  (testator's)  lifetime  or  after  his  decease.  JJnd^maVri^ 

'  •    •    .  .  The  issue  of  any  deceased  parent  or  parents  to  to  a  second 

*^^  the  part  only  which  would  have  belonged  to  their  jife,  and  after 

P^«*tfnts  respectively,  if  such   parents  respectively  had  ^er  decease, 

^^n    living  at  the  death  of  the  said  Grace  Huggins,  the  fund  to 

^^^  he  empowered  his  said  trustees  to  apply  the  income  u^b^^irThen 

^lie  shares  of  any  such  issue  who  should  be  then  present  or  any 

^^d^r  age,  and  also  the  capital,  for  their  maintenance,  ^^^»  ,^ 

education  thehadchild- 
«  ren  by  both 

^  ^rst  and  second  husbands,  it  was  held,  that  the  children  by  her  former  marriage 
^•v*  not  eicluded. 
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1866.       education  and  advancement.    And  the  testator  dire 

his  trustees  to  place  out  the  residue  of  the  trust  monej 
mentioned  in  his  marriage  settlement,  and  after  tfa 
death  of  his  wife,  '*  to  pay  the  interest  unto  Grace  . 
gins  for  life,  for  her  sole  use,  separate  from  her  sai»  -i 
then  present  or  any  future  husband,'*  &c.  **  And  afti  - 
her  decease,  the  principal  was  to  be  upon  trust  for  am** 
to  go  to  the  children  or  child  of  the  said  Chrace  Huggin^^ 
lawfully  begotten  {whether  by  her  said  present  or  an_  " 
future  husband)^  who  should  be  living  at  her  decease  -=^ 
if  but  one,  to  that  one,  and  if  more  than  one,  equallji^^ 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  the  issue  then  living  of  an^^*  L 
then  deceased  child  or  children  of  the  said  Grace  Hu^ 
gins,  whether  such  child  or  children  should  have  die 

in  his  (testator's)  lifetime  or  after  his  decease 

The  issue  of  any  deceased  parent  or  parents  to  take  th« 
part  only  which  would  have  belonged  to  their  parent 
respectively,  if  such  parents  respectively  had  been  livin^^ 
at  the  death  of  the  said  Grace  HugginsJ*    And  th^^ 
trustees  were  thereby  empowered  to  apply  the  incom^^ 
and  principal  of  the  shares  of  any  such  issue  respeo--^ 
tively,  as  should  be  under  twenty-one,  for  their  mainte*-^ 
nance, education  and  advancement,  ''in  the  same  manner^ 
in  every  respect,  as  he  had  thereinbefore  directed  withp 
respect  to  their  said  respective  shares  of  his  residuary^ 
estate  and  effects  thereinbefore  bequeathed,"  as  to  whicb. 
he  had  made  the  usual  provision. 

The  testator  died  in  August,  1832. 

At  the  date  of  the  will,  Grace  Huggins  was  sixty-five 
years  of  age,  and  had  been  married,  first  io  James  JPaS' 
more,  and  secondly  to  William  Huggins,  her  then  hus- 
band. The  two  Plaintiffs  were  the  only  children  by  the 
first  marriage,  and  by  the  second  marriage  there  were 
three  children  living  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  who 

were 
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w-er^  still  Imng;  two  others  had  died  before  the  date  of       1866. 
^he  'vif  illy  leaving  issue. 

Chrace  Hvggina  d\ed  in  18649  and  the  residuary  and 
A^'ttled  funds  then  became  divisible.  The  children  of 
^be  second  husband  claimed  the  whole  of  the  settled 
property,  but  the  Plaintiffs,  by  their  bill,  claimed  one- 
^^^venth  each,  contending  that  the  word  **  future"  was, 
l>y  mistake,  written  for  the  word  "  former."  The  bill 
pr&ycd  a  declaration  accordingly. 


IVlr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Karslakey  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

1*he  trusts  declared  by  the  testator  as  to  the  two  funds 

^  imposed  of  by  him,  viz.  the  residuary  estate  and  the 

fVaixd  comprised  in  his  marriage  settlement,  are  similar, 

e^co^pt  as  to  one  word,  which  the  Plaintiffs  contend  is 

^  c^lcrical  error.     In  the  trusts  for  the  children  of  Grace 

-^^^gins  declared  by  the  testator  with  regard  to  the 

iresic^oe  of  bis  own  estate  in  the  former  part  of  the  will, 

tli^      words  are  **  to  go  to  the  children  or  child  of  the 

®^i<i  Oraee  Huggins,  lawfully  begotten  (whether  by  her 

*^i^i  then  present  or  ^ny  former  husband),  who  should 

"^^       Sving  at  her  decease;"  but  when  he  declares  the 

^■"i^^tsof  the  settlement  money,  in  the  subsequent  part 

^^  "^lie  will,  he  gives  it  to  the  children  "  by  her  said  then 

P^^^nt  or  any  future  husband."  It  is  clear  that  by  mis- 

^■^-^  the  word  "  future"  is  used  for  "  former."     There  is 

1^^^   OBual  clause  authorizing  the  application  of  the  shares 

^^^^^iome  and  principal)  of  the  residuary  estate,  for  the 

^^nlenance,  education  and  advancement  of  the  chil- 

**^n  of  Grace  Huggiiu  by  her  then  or  ^my  former  hus- 

^^^d,  and  there  is  the  like  clause  as  to  the  shares  of 

^^7  such  issue  of  the  settlement  money,  which  authorizes 

^^^  trustees  to  apply  it  for  their  maintenance,  "  in  the 

^me  manner,  in  every  respect,  as  he  had  thereinbefore 

^ii^ted  with  respect  to  their  said  respective  shares  of 

his 
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his  residuary  estate  and  efTects  thereinbefore  bequeathed.*^ 
Grace  Huggins  was  at  that  time  married  to  her  second3 
husband,  and  was  at  an  age  (sixty-five)  when  all  pro — 
bability  of  her  having  any  more  children  was  at  an 
end,  and  this,  of  course,  was  known  to  the  testator; 
and  he  could  not  reasonably  have  contemplated  fuiure 
children.  There  was  a  case  before  the  Court  lately 
{Goodfellow  v.  Ooodfellow  (a)  ),  in  which  a  bequest  to 
two  children  then  born,  by  name,  and  "  the  child  of 
which  his  wife  was  then  enceinte"  was  held  to  extend 
to  a  fourth  child,  born  three  years  after  the  date  of  the 
will.  So  here,  the  testator  means  all  the  children  of  his 
sister  Grace  Huggins^  as  the  limitations  apply  equally 
to  former  and  future  children,  whether  there  is  a  clerical 
error  or  not.  He  had  a  reason,  too,  for  keeping  the  two 
funds  distinct,  for  he  had  only  a  power  of  appointment 
over  the  settlement  fund  after  his  wife's  death.  It  is 
clear,  therefore,  from  the  context,  that  the  Plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  participate  equally  with  the  other  children, 
and  that  is  one  way  of  disposing  of  the  case.  But  if 
that  should  fail,  then  there  remains  the  bold  and  open 
way  of  solving  the  diflSculty,  by  turning  the.  word 
*  future"  into  "  former,**  for  which  course  there  is  abun* 
dant  authority;  for  though  in  Hellish  v.  Mellis/i(b), 
and  Philipps  v.  Chamber  la  ine  (c),  the  principle  is  dis- 
tinctly enunciated,  that  a  will  cannot  be  varied  or  cor- 
rected, or  any  omission  supplied  on  the  ground  of 
mistake,  unless  the  alleged  misftake  is  clearly  inconsis- 
tent with  the  intention  upon  the  whole  will,  or  appears 
80  by  fair  inference  from  the  whole  will,  yet  in  the  latter 
case  a  mistake  was  corrected,  upon  the  clear  intention 
appearing  on  the  whole  will.  On  the  same  principle,  in 
Bengough  v.  Edridge  (d),  the  word  **  hereinafter"  was 

changed 


in)  IS  Btom,  356. 
(6)  4  Vtu  45. 


(f)  4  Vei.b\. 
(d)  I  Sim,  173. 
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changed  into  "  hereinbefore/*    So  in  Doe  d.  Gallini  v.       Ig66. 
Gallini  (a),  the  word  "  all"  was  read  "  any/'  and  the 
^ords  •*  without  issue"  were  read  "  leaving  issue."    And 
in  I£€iTty.  Tulk{h)y  the  words  which  created  the  diffi- 
culty were  <^the  said  fourth  schedule/'  and  the  Court 
did  not  skrink  from  boldly  changing  them  into  ''  the 
s&id  fifVb  scbedale/'  as  being  a  reasonable  and  consistent 
^instruction  of  the  will.     It  may  be  argued  that  there 
IS  no  ambiguity  here,  and  one  construction  will  do  as 
Well  as  another,  and  therefore  there  is  no  reason  to  have 
'''^<H>ur8e  to  extrinsic  eyidence ;  but  in  the  case  last  cited, 
^ixi  Justice  Knight  Bruce  meets  that  argument,  and 
^^pts  the  reasonable  and  consistent  construction  in 
P'^f^rence  to  that  which  is  capricious  and  unreasonable. 

^^r,  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Giffard^  for  some  of  the  children 

^^   ^be  second  husband,  contended,  that  as  in  Gompertz 

^*    Gfomperlz^c)  there  was  here  a  distinct  and  positive 

.^^  ^^9  excluding  the  children  of  the  former  marriage,  and 

*^     <^aae  of  the  death  of  any  of  the  children  of  Grace 

'^^^^^^ins  by  her  then  present  or  any  future  husband, 

^^^^'^  was  a  gift  by  substitution  to  their  issue,  and  there- 

^'"^     there  was  no  ground  whatever  for  any  change  of 

^     ^V'ord  **  future"  into  "  former."     They  cited  Jarman 

"'^^  r*.  Roupell  and  Mr.  J,  H.  Palmer ^  for  other  children 

^^  «  second  husband,  contended,  that  the  Plaintiffs, 

^    ^^^ildren  of  the  former  marriage,  were  excluded,  on 

^^round  that  as  other  persons  of  the  family  had  ex- 

^  ^d  them,  the  testator  might  also  have  intended  to 

^^^  in  this  indirect  way,  to  avoid  doing  it  pointedly. 

The 

^^>    6  Bant,  fy  AdoL  621 ;  2  (b)  2  De  G.  Mac.  *  G.  800. 

\  ^^  4  Man.  619  j  and  see  5.  C.  (c)  2  FhiU,  107. 

^c^*'.  *  E/.  340;  4  Nev.  *  M.  (d)  Vol.  i.  c.  15,  p.  394,  (»e- 

^*  oond  edit) 


\ 


108 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1856. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  upon  the  construction  of  this  will,  the 
meaning  of  the  testator  is  clear.  I  concur  in  the  ob- 
servation that  former  decisions  upon  wills  afford  very 
little  assistance,  and  that  the  Court  must  be  governed 
by  the  will  itself,  considered  with  reference  to  the  sur- 
rounding facts  and  circumstances.  The  first  observation 
I  have  to  make  on  the  clause  itself,  without  taking  into 
consideration  the  surrounding  circumstances,  is,  that 
after  the  decease  of  Grace  Hugginsj  I  find  that  the  re- 
sidue of  the  settlement  money  is  "to  go  to  the  children 
or  child  of  the  said  Grace  Hvggins,  lawfully  begotten.'' 
These  words  would  clearly  include  all  her  children ;  and 
then  the  testator  goes  on  to  say,  ''whether  by  her 
present  or  any  future  husband."  I  think  it  is  a  just 
observation,  that  this  latter  clause  is  not  such  as  is 
usually  employed  where  there  is  an  intention  to  exclude 
any  particular  class.  If  the  testator  had  intended  to 
limit  the  gift  to  the  children  born  of  her  then  present 
husband,  to  the  exclusion  of  those  by  the  former  hus- 
band, he  would  not,  I  think,  have  used  this  form  of 
expression,  which  would  appear  to  have  been  employed 
rather  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  than  of  effecting  the 
exclusion  of  any  class  whatever;  he  would  simply  have 
said,  "  to  the  children  born  of  the  present  marriage.*' 
This  is  made  the  more  clear  from  what  follows,  for  the 
testator  proceeds  to  provide  for  the  issue  of  deceased 
children — "  and  the  issue  then  living  of  any  then  de- 
ceased child  or  children  of  the  said  Grace  Huggins, 
whether  such  child  or  children  should  have  died  in  his 
(testator's)  lifetime  or  after  his  decease."  Now  it  is  ob- 
vious, that  if  he  gave  a  benefit  to  the  issue  of  any  child  of 
Grace  Muggins,  he  must  include  the  children  born  of  the 
previous  marriage;  and  there  would  also  be  this  repug- 
nancy. 


f 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

iia.ncy,  if  the  children  of  the  previous  marriage  were  ex- 
cluded, that  the  issue  of  such  children  as  predeceased 
tbe  testator  would  not  be  excluded,  while  the  children 
tbemaelves  surviving  would  be  excluded,  and  that  by  a 
psKJnentliesis,  the  apparent  meaning  of  which  was  to  pre- 
^^^n^  the  exclusion  of  any  class  whatever. 


flien  with  respect  to  the  issue  of  any  deceased  chil- 
'^«^,  the  testator  goes  on  to  direct,  that  his  trustees 
^11  apply  the  income  of  the  respective  shares  of  any 
<^%  issue  who  should  then  be  under  the  age  of  tweuty- 
^^^  years,  for  their  respective  advancement,  "in  the 
*^^*^>cie  manner,  in  every  respect,  as  he  had  thereinbefore 


^  ^^'^^ted  with  respect  to  their  said  respective  shares  of  his 

'*^^  ^  iduary  estate  and  effects  thereinbefore  bequeathed ;" 

*^  ^-^a  determining  that  he  intended  to  give  the  same  in- 

St  in  the  settled  fund  that  he  had  already  given  in 


^^     residuary  estate.    The  gift  of  the  residue  is  very 
^^^^"tinct;  it  is  to  the  children  of  Grace  Huggins,  law- 
^^^^^-Ily  begotten,  whether  by  her  then  present  or  any 
^^^^'^Her  husband. 

-^ext,  looking  at  the  surrounding  circumstances  and 
^^      ^    state  of  the  parties,  which  are  proper  subjects  for 
^"^^ideration  in  the  construction  of  wills,  I  find  that 
^*^^<x  Huggina  had  been  previously  married,  and  had 
^^^  of  such  marriage,  who  were,  therefore,  proper  ob- 
^^^^  of  the  testator's  bounty,  and  I  also  find  that  Mrs. 
^^^^£in$  was  of  an  age  when  no  reasonable  person  could 
K^^S^ose  that  she  would  have  any  more  children. 

^      cannot  adopt  the  argument,  that  the  testator  in- 

'^^ied  in  this  indirect  manner  to  do  what  he  was 

^^^^iUing  to  do  in   express  terms,  and  my  opinion  is, 

^^-t  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  excluded  either  inferen- 

^Vl  J  or  intentionally,  but  that  this  clause  was  put  in 


ex 
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ex  abundanti  cauteld ;  and  possibly  that  by  mistake, 
the  word  "  future"  was  written  for  "  former,"  the  word 
used  in  the  disposal  of  the  residue.  But  I  do  not  go 
upon  that  ground,  I  proceed  upon  the  ground  that 
the  general  gift  to  the  children  is  not  cut  down  by 
this  parenthesis,  and  that  it  would  be  inconsistent  with 
and  repugnant  to  the  rest  of  the  will  were  I  so  to  hold. 
I  shall  therefore  make  a  declaration  in  the  terms  of  the 
prayer  of  the  bill. 


April  21. 
Nov.  10. 

By  the  condi- 
tioDt  of  sale, 
the  tiUe-deedi 
were  to  be  de- 
livered to 
"  the  pur- 
chaser of  the 
largest  lot." 
A.  purchased 
the  largest  lot 
in  value  and 
extent,  but  B. 
purchased 
several  lots, 
whose  aggre- 
gate value  and 
extent  ex- 
ceeded those 
ofi4.*f  lot. 
Held,  that  A. 
was  entitled  to 
the  custody  of 
the  deeds. 


s 


SCOTT  V.  JACKMAN. 

OME  property  was  sold  in  twelve  lots,  and  one  of 
the  conditions  of  sale  was  as  follows: — 


That,  in  all  cases,  where  two  or  more  lots  are  held 
under  the  same  title,  the  title-deeds  and  documents  now 
in  the  vendor's  possession  relating  to  such  lots  shall  be 
delivered  to  the  purchaser  of  the  largest  lot,  or  retained 
by  the  vendors,  in  case  all  the  lots  shall  not  be  sold, 
and  such  purchaser  or  vendors  shall  enter  into  cove- 
nants with  the  purchasers  of  the  other  lots,  at  their 
expense,  to  produce  such  deeds  and  documents  w*hen 
required. 

The  Plaintiff  Scott  purchased  the  largest  lot  in  value 
and  extent,  but  Messrs.  Morland  and  Wilkinson  pur- 
chased a  number  of  lots,  numbered  from  three  to  twelve, 
which  separately  were  less  than  the  Plaintiff's,  but  in 
the  aggregate  exceeded  the  Plaintifl's  purchase  both 
in  extent  and  value. 


The  question  was,  who  was  entitled  to  the  custody  of 
the  purchase  deeds. 

Mr. 


/ 


Scott 

V, 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Sflr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Smythe,  for  the  Plaintiff,  cited 
L.<^rd  Kennaird  \,  Christie  (a);  Seton  on  Decrees  (b); 
GSr^rwjffiths  v.  Hatchard{c) ;  3  Sugden,Vend.  k  Purch.(d); 
2      JSmiffden,  Vend.  &  Purch.  (c).  Jackmah. 

JMEr.  JBovitt,  for  the  Defendant,  the  vendor,  contrd, 
aj  i^^mjed,  that  it  appeared  from  the  other  conditions  of 
8SK.1^^9  that  the  words  'Mot"  and  'Mots"  were  used  as 
ed^vjKmTalent  That  the  whole  contest  in  the  suit  related 
tc^  'fc^is  particular  point,  and  that  as  the  Plaintiff  was  not 
em:^  ^^^  -tfed  to  the  deeds,  and  was  wrong  in  the  litigation, 
h.  ^^     <c3ught  to  pay  the  costs. 

Z^'he  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  he  did  not  concur 

ic^        *^he  argument  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  and  he 

^t  make  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 

"^he  custody  of  the  deeds;  that  he  was  of  opinion, 

t^^'&^a^'^  the  litigation  had  been  created  by  the  conduct  of 

^-^^^^    Defendant,  and  he  must  therefore  pay  the  costs  of 

t»^«   suit 

^^3  LoboKiiiwairdv.Chrii-  Lot  6  for  1,430/.;    Mr.  Luard 

^  ^  ^-       In  this  case  tome  property  purchased  Lot  2  for  1,000/.  and 

~°^^     Jl>een  acid  in  loto,  with  this  Lot  3  for  620.     Lord  Eldon  or- 

j^^**^jtion:— •*  N.B.  As  the  title  dered  the  deeds  to  be  delivered 

]^^      ^lIj  (1,0  preceding  lots,  except  to  Lord  Beaucfiamp, 
c^^^^*     ^9  is  derived  under  one  set  (6)  Page  611  (2nd  edit.) 

tg^^  ^««cls,  ihe  purchaier  of  the  (c)  1  Kay  if  Johmon^  17. 

*«^  lot  U  to  be  entUledto  the         {d)  App.  No.  4. 

{^^  ^the  tUle-deedt,"  &c.  («)  Page  92, 

^*^**^     Beauckamp    purchased 
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FINCH  V.  HOLLINGSWORTH. 
My  4,  9. 

The  report  of    fTlHE  testator,  by  his  will,  gave  his  residuary  real  and 

Po^^Whit'  personal  estate  to  his  wife,  Elizabeth  Hales,  foi 

combe  (3  Mer.  life,  and  after  her  decease,  he  directed  one  equal  moietj 

o89)  II  iDft(^ 

curate.  thereof  to  be  conveyed  and  distributed  amongst  the  re 

A  testator     lations  of  his  said  wife,  and  the  other  moiety  to  be  con- 
gave  real  and  '  •' 
personal  es-      veyed,  ice,  "  to  his  own  relations,  in  such  parts,"  &c. 

Mfe  Mid  af-*^ '    ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^y  ^^^  ^^''  should  appoint, 
terwards  to  bis 

in  soch^shar^  ^^'^^  testator  died  in  1815,  at  which  time  his  brotben 

as  ^.should  James  and  Thomas  were  his  sole  next  of  kin,  and  the^ 

by  will  ap-  ,,,.,.,     ,.r   .          /.    ,        ., 

point.    A.  both  died  m  the  lifetime  of  the  widow. 

appointed  it 

amongst  the 

testator's  re-  In  1840,  the  widow  made  her  will,  by  which,  in  exer 

aVher'death*"^  ^^^^  of  the  power  of  appointment  over  one  moiety  of  hei 
and  wbo  were  husband's  property  to  "  his  own  relations,"  she  ap- 
not  the  testa-  .        ,         V  #        i  n  i  »    i        i         . 

tor's  next  of  kin  pomted  to  Jonn,  the  son  of  the  testators  brother  James 

at  his  death.      jQ/    and  unto  all  Johns  brothers  and  sisters  and  all 

Held,  that  the  ' 

appointment      other  the  relations  of  the  testator  (if  any)  living  at  hei 

death  (except  Thomas  Hales  and  John  Hales  therein- 
after mentioned,)  the  sum  of  10/.  each ;  and  she  ap- 
pointed all  the  residue  of  the  said  moiety  unto  Thomcu 
and  John  Hales,  the  sons  of  the  testator's  brothefj 
Thomas  Hales. 


The  testator's  widow  died  in  1841,  and  the  questior 
related  to  the  validity  of  the  appointment  made  by  hei 
will. 

Mr.  Cole,  for  the  Plaintiff.  This  is  a  power  of  dis- 
tribution amongst  the  testator's  '^  own  relations  "  living 

at 


was  valid. 
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at 
sti 


as 
of 


Iiis  death.    The  expression  ''  relations"  is  to  be  con- 

r^jed  **  next  of  kin,"  and  the  appointment  made  by  the 

dow  is  invalid,  it  being  made  in  favour  of  persons  who 

^  re  not  the  testator's  next  of  kin  at  bis  death.    The 

^e    is  g:overned  by  Pope  v.   fVhitcombe  (a) ;  in  that 

the  tenant  for  hfe  had  a  power  *'  to  dispose  of  the 

d  ae  amongst  the  testator's  relations,  in  such  manner 

sbe  should  think  fit.     She  appointed  to  some  per- 

B»    who  were  related  to  the  testator,  but  who  were 

liis  next  of  kin,  and  the  appointment  was  held 

ilid,  and  the  fund  was  divided  amongst  the  next 

^  in  at  the  testator's  death. 

r.  Ooodeve  in  the  same  interest. 

r.  Smythe,  contra.    The  appointment  is  perfectly 

:M;  the  "relations"  intended  were  next  of  kin,  not 

be  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  but  at  the 

tih  of  the   party  who  has  the  power;    Crutcys  v. 

^nan  (i).    The  report  of  Pope  v.  Whitcombe  (a)  is 

-curate;    this  error  is    pointed    out   in    Sugden  on 

^er$  (c),  and  corrected  from  the  Registrar's  book  («/). 

^  fund  was  there  ordered  to  be  paid  to  '*  the  personal 

^  v-esentatives  of  John  C/tilde,  the  next  of  kin  of  the 

ci  testator,"  at  the  widow's  death,  and  not  as  repre- 

"*  Ced  in  the  report  between  John  C/iilde  and  the  re- 

v^^sentatives  of  Thomas  and  John  Whitcombe. 

Sarding  v.  Glyn  (e)  ;  Brown  v.  Higgs(f) ;  Cruwys  v. 
C€>iman  (g) ;  Cole  v.  Wade(Ji)\  Walter  v.  MaundeU) ; 
^   Williams  on  Executors  (A) ;    lioper  on  Legacies  (I) ; 
^^iorney-'General  v.  D'Oyley{m),  were  also  cited. 

Mr. 
(")  3  Mer.  689. 
y)  9  Vet,  p.  325. 

^)   Vol.  2,  pp.  267,  650  (6th 

(d)  Lib.3.  1809,  fol.  1535. 
W  I  Atk.  469 


(f)VVa.  708;  5  Vet.  495; 
8  f^es.  561. 
^OL.  XXI. 


(g)  9  rM.319. 
(h)  16  Vet  27, 
(i)  19  r<*.  424. 
(k)  Page  7:a. 

(/)  Pages  106,143,150,1388, 
(4th  edit.) 
(iw)  4  Vin.  J6r.  p.485,pl.l6. 
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CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 
Mr.  Woodroffe^  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Cole^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


My  9.  The  Mabtbr  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question,  in  this  case,  is  as  to  the  vah'dity  of  an 
appointment  made  by  the  wife  of  the  testator  under  the 
following  clause  in  his  will.  [His  Honor  stated  »7.] 
The  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  when  he  died  were  two 
brothers,  who  both  predeceased  the  testator's  widow. 
The  widow  has  appointed  the  property  not  in  favour  of 
the  testator's  brothers,  but  in  favour  of  their  children, 
and  the  question  is,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  appoint* 
ment. 


The  power  is  one  of  distribution  and  not  of  selection, 
for  it  is  not  disputed,  that  if  the  power  had  been  of  selec- 
tion, the  appointment  would  have  been  good.  The  case  of 
Popey,  Whitcombe (a) ydiS  reported,  is  precisely  in  point; 
it  holds  that  such  an  appointment  is  bad,  and  that  the 
fund  goes  to  the  next  of  kin  living  at  the  testator's  death. 
It  was  contended,  that  such  was  not  the  real  decision. 

The  case  of  Pope  v.  Whitcomhe  has  frequently  been 
referred  to  by  the  text  writers.  It  is  cited  in  2  Williams 
on  Executors {b),  in  these  words: — *' Where  the  donee 
of  the  power  was  entrusted  with  a  discretion  merely  in 
apportioning  the  shares,  the  property  shall  be  divided 
among  the  next  of  kin  living  at  the  testator's  death." 


In 


(a)  Reported  ex  relatione^  3  A/er.  689.  (b)  Page  731. 
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In  Jioper  on  Legacies  the  case  of  Pope  v.  Whitcombe  1855. 
is  referred  to  in  three  places  as  a  binding  authority.  The 
learned  editor  of  that  work  observes  (a) : — "  The  term 
'relations'  will  be  equally  confined  to  the  limits  of  the 
statute,  where  a  power  is  delegated  to  a  person  to  fix 
the  amount  of  the  share  that  eeich  relation  is  to  take, 
without  entrusting  him  with  a  selection  of  the  objects; 
for  in  such  a  case,  the  act  appoints  the  persons,  viz., 
'the  next  of  kin'  in  existence  at  the  death  of  the  tes^ 
tat€>r.  They  then  take  vested  interests,  subject  only  to 
^  ctltered  in  amount  by  an  exercise  of  the  power,  and 
tha.t  being  not  at  all  or  not  legally  executed,  a  Court 
of  £quity  will  direct  the  property  to  be  divided  among 
them  according  to  the  statute,  in  exclusion  of  such  of 
them  as  may  afterwards  happen  to  answer  the  descrip- 
t^^Q,  at  the  death  of  the  donee  of  the  power.  Thus  in 
Pope  V.  Whitcombe  {b\  James  Childe  bequeathed  his 
residuary  estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  his  son 
*l>solutely  if  he  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one,  but  if 
^^  died  before  that  period  and  without  issue,  the  tes- 
^tor,  after  giving  some  legacies,  directed  his  wife  to 
^^Bpose  of  the  residue  "  among  bis  relations,  in  such 
""^B-nner  as  she  should  think  proper."  The  contingencies 
^Ppened  upon  which  the  power  was  to  arise,  and  the 
^''e  not  haying  made  a  good  appointment,  in  conse- 
quence of  distributing  the  fund  among  persons  not 
^* thin  the  statute.  Sir  W.  Grant  ordered  it  to  be  di- 
^ded  among  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  his 
death." 

A.gain  the  same  Author  observes (c),  "But  if  A's 

authority,  instead  of  a  power  of  selection,  be  confined 

itterely  to  ascertaining  the  shares  of  such  of  the  testator's 

family*  as  could  claim  under  the  Statute  of  Distributions, 

and 

ifcN  ?*P  ^^^  (4*h  edit.)  (c)  Rop.  Leg,,  page  143  (4th 

^"-^  3  Jiigr.  689.  edit.) 

I  2 


116 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1855. 


and  who  would  be  the  next  of  kin,  then  if  no  appointment 
be  made,  or  if  made  should  it  be  void  by  the  nomina- 
tion of  relations  not  within  the  statute,  the  testator's 
next  of  kin  living  at  his  death  would  alone  be  entitled 
to  the  property  as  being  the  sole  objects  of  the  power." 
In  a  subsequent  passage  (a)  he  refers  to  Pope  v.  Whit- 
combe  in  the  same  way.  He  says,  "  Suppose  then  the 
bequest  be  to  relations  in  such  shares  and  proportions 
as  B,  shall  appoint.  If  B,  make  no  appointment  the 
testator's  next  of  kin  in  esse  at  his  (the  testator's)  de- 
cease will  be  solely  and  exclusively  entitled." 

Lord  St.  Leonards  m  his  Treatise  on  Powers  points  out 
the  difficulty  in  reconciling  Pope  v.  WIntcomhe  (Jb)  with 
the  older  authorities.  He  states  that  that  case  had  been 
misunderstood.  He  says,  "  Upon  searching  the  Regis- 
trar's book,  however,  it  appears  that  no  such  point  was 
decided  in  Pope  v.  W/iilcombe,  so  that  the  authorities 
are  uniform."  On  referring  to  the  decree  as  entered,  it 
appears  to  have  been  decided  the  other  way.  Unfortu- 
nately, no  doubt,  the  opinions  have  been  founded  on  that 
case,  and  property  has  been  distributed  on  its  authority. 
I  have  looked  at  the  Registrar's  book,  and  I  find  that  the 
statement  of  Lord  St.  Leonards  is  strictly  accurate. 
The  decree  is  in  direct  terms,  ordering  the  payment 
of  the  fund  to  the  next  of  kin  at  the  death  of  the 
donee  of  the  power,  and  not  a  distribution  of  it 
amongst  the  next  of  kin  at  the  testator's  death;  there 
is  not  only  a  distribution,  but  a  declaration,  and  the 
Court,  no  doubt,  decided  the  contrary  to  that  which  is 
reported.  The  fact  therefore  seems  to  be  in  strict  ac- 
cordance with  what  Lord  Si,  Leonards  states. 

A  decision  in  the  contrary  way  might  be  productive 

of 

(a)  Rap.  Leg.,  p.  150  r4th  edit.) 

(6)  Vol.  2,  pp.  267,  270,  650  (6th  edit.) 
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of  great  inconvenience  ;  in  many  cases  it  might  be  im- 
poss^ible  for  the  donee  to  exercise  the  power,  for  all 
the  relations  living  at  the  testator*s  death  might  be  dead 
at  the  decease  of  the  donee  of  the  power  and  therefore 
there  might  then  be  no  person  in  whose  favour  an  ap- 
pointment could  be  made.  The  same  objection  exists 
where  there  is  a  power  to  appoint  to  a  class  of  individuals. 


1855. 


On  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  must  follow  the 
real  decision  of  the  Court  in  the  case  of  Pope  v.  Whit- 
coFnbe,  which  I  find  to  have  been  in  favour  of  the 
person  who  was  the  **  relation"  of  the  original  testator 
at  tile  death  of  the  donee  of  the  power,  and  who  would 
ha.ve  taken,  in  case  the  first  testator  had  died  at  the 
same  lime  as  the  donee  of  the  power.  I  regret  that 
from  the  error  in  the  report,  which  has. been  adopted 
bjr  ^ext  writers^  many  gentlemen  have  most  probably 
advised  their  clients  in  a  manner  contrary  to  the  decree 
of  t.he  Court,  and  the  result  has  possibly  been,  that 
executors  have  distributed  the  assets  on  the  faith  of  that 
erroneous  authority. 


I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  appointment  is  good,  and 
I  ¥irill  make  a  declaration  to  that  effect. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


DIXON  V.  GAYFERE.    (No.  3.) 
Nw.  10,  13. 
A.  agreed  to     TJ  Y  an  agreement,  made  in  August^  1826,  between 

P";^,**^*"d  Uts.  Finucane  {viho  was  entitled  to  half  a   real 

estate  trom  B.,  ^ 

and,  upon  the  estate)  and  Mr.  Dunbar ,  Dunbar  agreed  to  discharge 
"nvey^'^'u)  ^^  unsatisfied  claim  of  500/.  on  Mrs.  Finucaney  "  upon 
grant  a  life  having  an  assignment  of  all  the  right  and  interest  of 
« to  be  secured  ^r&.  Finucane  in  the  one-half  conveyed  to  him,'*  and 
1?  w  ° t"  B  ^P^^  ^"^^  assignment,  Mr.  Dunbar  thereby,  in  consi- 
bad  no  lien  on  deration  of  the  conveyance  of  such  property,  agreed  to 
paym^rof  P*^y  ^^'  Finucane  25/.,  and  "  to  grant  an  annuity  of 
the  annuity,  60/.  per  annum,"  during  the  several  lives  of  three  per- 
merelyenti-      ^^"^  mentioned,  "to  be  secured  by  bond,"  and  Mrs. 

tied  to  have  it  Finucane  and  Mr.  Dunbar  thereby  **  mutually  agreed, 
secured  by  the  j  j      s»         j 

bond  of  the      to  perform  all  such  further  acts  as  in  law  should  be 
purchaser.        requisite  for  the   completion  of  the   agreement  when 
required." 

By  subsequent  dealings,  the  right  to  the  half  of  the 
estate,  which  had  never  been  conveyed,  vested  in  Fluker, 
and  the  right  to  the  annuity,  which  had  never  been 
secured  and  was  greatly  in  arrear,  had  become  vested 
in  BayUy, 

By  the  decree  in  the  cause,  made  in  1863(a),  the 
rights  of  Fluker  and  Bayley  to  the  estate  and  annuity 
were  declared.  And  it  was  declared,  that  Bayley  was 
entitled  to  have  the  arrears  and  future  payments  properly 
secured,  according  to  the  agreement ;  and  if  the  same 
had  not  been  so  secured,  then  it  was  ordered,  that  the 

arrears 
{a)  17  Beav.  421. 
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^'^ars  and  future  payments  should  be  properly  secured 
Accordingly,  such  security  to  be  settled  by  the  Judge  in 


Before  the  Chief  Clerk,  Bayley  contended,  that  he 
-Had  a  lien  on  the  estajte  for  the  consideration  to  be  paid 
ror  the  purchase,  and  to  have  the  annuity  and  arrears 
sec  u  red  by  a  charge  on  the  property.  On  the  other  hand, 
Fluher  insisted,  that  all  that  Bayley  was  entitled  to  was 
to  liave  the  personal  security  of  the  purchaser  or  his 
representatives  for  payment  of  the  annuity.  The  point 
^ir&0  Hdjourned  for  argument  in  Court. 

li^r.  Jlogers,  for  Mr.  Bayley.    A  vendor  of  an  estate 
retains^  in  equity,  a  lien  on  the  estate  for  the  considera- 
tion money,  until  it  has  been  fully  paid,  or  the  right  has 
l>eea  waived  or  abandoned,  of  which  there  must  be  clear 
evidence.    The  principle  is  distinctly  stated  in  Hughes  v. 
Kearney  (a).     "  Purchase-money  unpaid  is  primd  facie 
a  lien  on  the  lands  sold ;  and  if  a  security  is  taken  for 
tnat  money,  it  lies  on   the  vendee  to  shew  that  the 
▼endor  agreed  to  rest  on  that  security,  and  to  discharge 
^"6    lands.'*    ''The  circumstance  that,  in  these  cases, 
^  money  is  secured  to  be  paid  at  a  future  day,  does 
^^  effect  the  lien;"  Winter  v.  Lord  Anson {b);  there 
®  purchase-money  was  not  payable  until  after  the 
^tU    of  the  vendor.    The  present  case  is  precisely 
Z^^^^ir  to  Tardiff  Y.  Scrughan(^c),  where  it  was  held, 
^   t.lie  vendor  of  an  estate,  in  consideration  of  a  life 
-^*^Uity^  did  not  lose  his  lien  on  the  land,  by  taking  a 
*^cl  from  the  purchaser  for  securing  the  annuity.     In 
^^^^^gton  V.  Deverell  (d),  the  Defendant  had  agreed  to 

purchase 

fl^    1  SfA.  *  If/:  132.  {c)C\iedi\nBkekbumY.Gre^ 

mV;  ^    3   Ruttell,  p.  490,  over-      ton,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  p.  423. 
^^E  1  Sim.  i  Stu.  434.  {d )  2  Arut.  550. 
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purchase  an  estate  from  the  Plaintiff  for  a  life  annuity, 
and  the  Court  held  the  vendor  entitled  to  have  it  charged 
upon  the  purchased  estate.  The  same  was  held  in  Aer 
V.  Clobery(a).  Clarke  v.  Royle{b),  which  will  be  cited, 
was  decided  on  Winter  v.  Lord  Anson,  and  it  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  observed  that  that  case  had  been 
reversed.  He  also  referred  to  Bower  v.  Cooper  (c),  and 
Frail  V.  Ellis  {dy 


Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  J.  H.  Taylor^  for  Mr.  Fluker. 
There  is  no  lien  on  the  estate.  This  case  differs  entirely 
from  those  in  which  there  is  a  money  consideration ,  for 
which  a  collateral  security  is  given.  Here  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  are  specified,  upon  the  conveyance 
"  to  grant  an  annuity  of  60/.  per  annum,  &c.,  to  be 
secured  by  bond*'  The  bond  being  given,  the  vendor 
has  all  he  contracted  for,  and  the  matter  being  complete 
he  retains  no  lien.  Although  there  has  been  no  convey- 
ance, the  matter  must  be  now  treated  as  if  the  vendor 
were  coming  for  specific  performance ;  in  that  case,  the 
Court  would  direct  a  bond  to  be  executed  in  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  and  a  conveyance  by  the  vendor  in  con- 
sideration of  the  bond  so  given.  The  cases  of  Clarke  v. 
Royle(b)  and  Buckland  v.  Pocknell{e)  are  in  point. 
In  Clarke  v.  Boyle,  A.  conveyed  an  estate  to  jB.,  in  con- 
sideration of  B.  entering  into  the  covenants  contained 
in  the  deed  for  paying  an  annuity  to  A,,  and  3,000Z.  to 
certain  persons  in  the  event  of  his  B/s  marrying  ;  it  was 
lield,  that  the  covenants  did  not  create  a  lien  on  the 
estate. 

In  Buckland  v.  Pocknell,  A.  agreed  to  sell  an  estate 
to  jB.  for  an  annuity,  and  B.  was  to  pay  off  a  mortgage 

to 

(a)    Vice-chancellor,     March  (c)  2  H«re.408. 


27,  1819,  MS.,  referred  to  in  1 
Sugd,  Vend.  (10th  edit.)  313. 
(6)  3  Sim.  499. 


((f)  16  Beav.  350. 
(f)  13  Sim.  406. 
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fc  which  the  estate  was  subject     Accordingly  J5.  exe-        1856. 
Wed  a  deed,  by  which  he  granted  the  annuity  to  A.,      v-^^/-^/ 
^nd  covenanted  to  pay  it,  and  by  a  conveyance  of  even        I>«oh 
date,  but  executed  after  the  annuity  deed,  after  reciting     Gatfere. 
the  agreement  and  the  annuity  deed,  A.  and  the  mort- 
gagee, in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  and  in  considera- 
^t€>9M,  of  the  annuity  having  been  so  granted  as  aforesaid, 
find   of  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  money,  conveyed 
^he     estate  to  B.    The  annuity  afterwards  became  in 
^'■^ear;  it  was  held,  that  A.  had  no  lien  on  the  estate 
^^^  the  annuity. 

Tlie  rights  of  Mr.  Fluher  have  been  settled  by  the 
^®^^ce,  the  declaration  in  which  is 'inconsistent  with 
^*^a-%  is  now  asked. 

r.  Sogers,  in  reply. 

Vie  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


■^Ae  Master  of  the  Rolls.  2^or.  13. 

.  .•     . 
am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  the  contract  made 

7een  the  parties  excluded  the  lien  on  the  estate  for 

^*^  ^   payment  of  the  annuity.     There  is  a  great  number 

^*"     decisions  relating  to  this  question  of  the  lien  upon 

*^^     estate  for  unpaid  purchase-money,  and  there  cer- 

t^mnly  is  a  great  discordance  in  the  authorities;  but  I 

^■^^■^4  it  unnecessary  to  refer  to  them  in  detail.    There 

^^"^  three  decisions  of  a  later  date,  which  have  been  con- 

^'^tly  referred  to  as  relating  more  particularly  to  this 

^^Ject,  but  they  do  not  appear  to  me  to  be  inconsistent 

*tli    each  other  or  with  the  opinion  I  have  to  express 

^  this  subject  The  cases  are  Winter  v.  Lord  Anson  (a), 

Clarke 


(a)  3  Rutt.  488. 


\ 


Dixon 

V. 
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1855.  Clarke  ▼•  Rotfle  (a\  and  Buchland  ▼•  Pocknell  (b),  and  _ 
I  think  they  are  all  reconcileable.  The  effect  of  them 
is  this : — that  it  depends  upon  the  terms  of  the  contract 
Gatferb.  entered  into  between  the  parties,  whether  a  lien  does  or 
does  not  exist  upon  the  land  in  respect  of  the  unpaid 
purchase-money.  The  case  of  Buchland  v.  Pocknell 
appears  to  me  to  be  very  near  the  present  There,  an 
equity  of  redemption  was  sold,  in  consideration  of  two 
annuities  which  were  granted  and  covenanted  to  be 
paid,  by  a  deed  of  even  date  with  the  conveyance.  The 
conveyance  was  expressed  to  be  made  in  consideration 
of  the  annuity  so  granted,  and  of  the  mortgage  debt 
having  been  paid  by  the  purchaser.  It  was  held,  that 
there  was  no  lien. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  mode  of  carrying  the  contract 
in  the  present  case  into  effect  is  this : — ^by  a  separate  and 
independent  instrument  the  vendor  should  convey  the 
land,  and  in  consideration  of  that  conveyance  the  pur- 
chaser should  secure  the  annuity  by  his  bond.  In  the 
case  of  Buckland  v,  Pocknell  exactly  the  same  thing 
had  been  done.  The  contract  is,  that  an  annuity  shall 
be  granted,  and  shall  be  secured  by  bond,  in  considera- 
tion of  which  the  estate  shall  be  conveyed.  The  whole 
of  this  and  the  acts  of  the  parties  appear  to  me  to  shew 
that  the  construction  of  the  contract  is  to  discharge  the 
land  from  the  lien,  the  existence  of  which  would  render 
it  almost  unsaleable  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser.  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  the  proper  mode  of  dealing  with  the 
decree  which  I  have  made,  directing  a  security  to  be 
prepared,  is  to  give  a  bond,  and  not  a  mortgage  of  the 
estate,  to  secure  the  annuity.  If  it  had  been  intended 
that  a  mortgage  should  be  given,  the  order  would  have 
so  directed,  but  the  order  appears  to  me  to  exclude  it. 

This 

(a)  3  Sim.  490.  (6)  13  Sim,  406. 
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Tbia  result  does  not  appear  to  me  to  militate  with       1855* 
the  case  of  Winter  v.  Lord  Anson,  nor  do  I  dispute      ^^^^^'^ 
the  authority  of  that  case.     In  fact  both  the  cases  of         "®" 
ClarAe  v.  Rayle  and  Buchland  v.  Pochnell  are   dis-     Gatfbbb. 
ting^ished  from  that,  and  one  of  the  grounds  on  which 
^e  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  went,  in  Buchland  v. 
•^ochmell,  was,  that  it  would  be  quite  inconsistent  with 
^Iie    node  in  which  the  parties  had  dealt,  to  say  that 
tfaere  should  be  a  lien  for  the  purchase-money  during 
^^e    lifes  of  the  annuitants.    The  lien  was  held  to  be 
^^^cluded  in  that  case,  and  here,  I  think,  that  the  lien  is 
excluded. 

1%e  question  was  really  determined  by  my  decree, 
^^^^  I  thought  it  was  desirable,  in  this  case,  to  treat  the 
Lt.1;cr  as  open  and  reconsider  it 
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DAVIS  V.  EARL.  OF  DYSART.  (No.  2.) 
AW  5,  17. 
A  bill  by  an      rilHE  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  for  the  simple  purpose 

IfTa^lIeg^^^^  °^  compelling  the  production  by  the    Defendant 

remainderman  (who  was  alleged  to  be  mere  tenant  for  life)  of  certain 

tenant  foHife  title-deeds,  for  the  examination  and  inspection  of  the 

for  production  Plaintiff,  (an  incumbrancer  of  the  alleged  remainder- 

of  the  title-  V         ,\.        ,       ,   ,.  •         .  .\ 

deeds,  and  in-  man,)  and  for  the  delivery  of  copies  and  abstracts  of  the 
tioT^f  ftl?"  documents.  Exceptions  were  taken  to  the  Defendant's 
yras  dismissed  answer,  and,  by  arrangement,  the  exceptions  came  on 
Upon^the'tax-  *^  ^®  heard  together  with  the  cause.  The  exceptions 
ation,  a  charge  were  overruled,  and  the  bill  dismissed  with  costs,  to  be 

an  abstract  of   taxed  and  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant  (a). 

title-deeds. 

Held,  that  the 

vord"ab.  Tj^g  Defendant's  bill  of  costs  was  taxed  at  410Z. 

Btract    was  in- 
tentionally       The  Plaintiff  carried  in  objections  before  the  Taxing 

tbe^"20th'Ge-  ^^^ter  to  the  taxation,  and  to  the  allowance  by  him  of 
neral  Order  of  the  following  items,  viz.,  a  charge  of  60L  135.  4d,  for 

May,  1845,  &  >  *  & 

and  that  the  drawing 

charge  for  the  (a)  20  Bear.  405. 

abstract  conld 

not  be  allowed,  if  it  exceeded  that  of  a  copy  of  the  documents ;  secondly,  that  no  such 

charge  could  be  allowed  for  an  abstract  made  before  the  suit,  though  with  a  view  to  an 

arrangement  between  the  same  parties  ;  but  thirdly,  that  a  copy  of  it  for  the  use  of 

the  Counsel  who  prepared  the  answer  might  be  allowed. 

Fees  to  two  junior  Counsel  (one  of  them  being  a  Conveyancer  only)  to  settle  the 
answer,  cannot  be  allowed  as  between  party  and  party,  unless  by  special  order  of  the 
Court. 

A  charge  for  abbreviating  the  answer,  estimating  it  at  its  total  length,  including 
schedules,  is  proper,  and  to  be  allowed  on  a  taxation  between  party  and  party. 

Where,  by  arrangement,  exceptions  to  an  answer  were  heard  with  the  cause,  a 
charge  for  consultation  between  Counsel  on  the  exceptions,  as  distinct  from  the  consul- 
tation on  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  was  allowed. 

A  charge  for  copies  only  of  those  parts  of  the  interrogatories,  the  answers  to  which 
were  excepted  to,  can  be  allowed  for  the  purposes  of  the  consultation  on  the  excep- 
tions, as  distinct  from  the  copies  made  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  the  answer ;  for 
which  latter  purpose,  also,  only  one  copy  to  one  junior  counsel  can  be  allowed. 

Upon  a  taxation  between  party  and  party,  the  bill  of  costs  may  be  added  to  or 
varied  aiier  it  has  been  brought  into  the  ofBce,  at  any  time  before  the  taxation  is 
concluded ;  but  the  practice  is  different  upon  a  taxation  under  the  Solicitors'  Act. 
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ds-^^n^ing  an  abstract  of  Defendant's  title  deeds,  and  of 
60Z-     13«.  4fl^,  for  making  two  copies  for  Counsel  thereof, 
av-sd    of  opinions  of  various  Counsel  on  the  title;  also  a 
ch  arge  for  making  two  copies  of  the  interrogatories  and 
o^b«3T  papers  to  be  laid  before  Counsel  for  preparinu;  the 
a«~&s^wer;  also  fees,  &c.  to  two  junior  Counsel,  employed 
to    settle  the  answer  and  attendances ;  also  the  increase 
frovn  6/.  Zs.  Sd.  to  13Z.  3«.  8rf,  of  the  item  for  abbre- 
vi^t-ing  the  answer,  by  estimating  it  at  its  total  length, 
icic^luding  the  schedules,  and  this  after  its  being  brought 
^■^^o  the  office;  and,  lastly,  for  consultation  with  refer- 
ence to  Uie. exceptions  to  the  answer. 


1855. 


-   TheTaxing  Master  overruled  all  the  objections,  and 

*  Impended  to  his  certificate  of  taxation  a  hst,  with  his 

''^^eons  for  disallowing  them.     As  to  the  charges  for 

P^'^^paring  the  abstract,  making  the  copies  necessary  for 

'^^    Defendant's  defence  and  answer  to  the  suit,  and 

*^^    employment  of  two  junior  Counsel  to  settle  the 

*^^^er,  the  Taxing  Master  said,  he  conceived  that  the 

^'ders  of  the  8th  o(Mny,  1845  (a),  gave  him  a  discretion 

^  t.o  8uch  costs,  and  thinking  them  properly  and  neces- 

^^'*"ly  incurred,  lookingr  to  the  nature  of  the  suit,  he  had 

•  'O^ed  them.     As  to  two  copies  of  the  interrogatories 

**  the  use  of  Counsel,  those  copies  were  also  used  on 

^^  ^   iirgument  of  the  exceptions,  and  were  necessary  for 

^^  purpose  and  also  for  settling  the  answer.     He  said 

^^  as  no  close  copy  had  been  allowed,  which  was  a 

^^^1  charge,  he  had  allowed  them.  The  increased  charge 

*"    abbreviating,  and  also  the  charge  for  copying  ihe 


"^ver,  were  the  usual  charges,  and  therefore  allowed, 
charges  for  consultation  on  the  hearing  of  the  ex- 


t^^ions  he  had  also  allowed,    as  proper  and  usual. 
^on^  this  finding  the  PlaintiflF  appealed. 

The 
(a)  Ordines  Can.  333. 
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The  words  of  the  120th  Order  of  the  8th  of  Mayy^ 
1845|  are  as  follows : — '^  Where  costs  are  to  be  taxed  as  9 
between  party  and  party,  the  Taxing  Master  may  allow   ' 
to  the  party  entitled  to  receive  such  costs  all  such  just 
and  reasonable  expenses  as  appear  to  have  been  pro- 
perly incurred  in/'   (among  other  things,)  ^  advising 
with  Counsel  on  the  pleadings,  evideuQe,  and  other  pro* 
ceedings  in  the  cause ;  procuring  Counsel  to  settle  and 

sign  pleadings,  &c supplying  Counsel  with 

copies  of  or  extracts  from  necessary  documents.  But  in 
allowing  such  costs,  the  Taxing  Master  is  not  to  allow 
to  such  party  any  costs  which  do  not  appear  to  have 
been  necessary  or  proper  for  the  attainment  of  justice 
or  for  defending  his  rights,  or  which  appear  to  have  been 
incurred  through  over  caution,  negligence  or  mistake, 
or  merely  at  the  desire  of  the  party." 


As  to  the  preparation  of  the  abstract,  it  appeared  that 
before  the  suit  had  been  instituted,  there  had  been  a 
negociation  between  the  parties  with  reference  to  the  pro- 
duction of  the  title-deeds  and  the  delivery  of  an  abstract, 
and  an  abstract  had  been  laid  before  Mr.  Measure^ 
a  Conveyancer,  for  his  opinion  as  to  the  propriety  of 
such  production  and  delivery ;  but  the  negociation  having 
gone  off,  and  the  present  suit  having  been  instituted, 
the  Defendant's  answer  was  settled  by  Mr.  Measure^  in 
conjunction  with  an  equity  draftsman,  and  copies  of  the 
abstract  and  of  the  other  papers  were  laid  before  each. 


As  to  the  preparation  of  the  abstract,  there  was  an  affi- 
davit by  Mr.  Samuel  Hooper,  clerk  to  the  Defendant's 
solicitor,  in  the  following  words : — "  I  personally  super- 
intended the  management  of  this  suit  on  behalf  of  the 
above-named  Defendant,  and  in  particular  the  prepa- 
ration, 
(a)  Ordina  Can,  333. 
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ration  of  the  abstract  of  title  laid  before  Coansel  on 
behalf  of  the  said  Defendant^  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
abling them  to  prepare  the  answer  to  the  bill  filed  by 
the   above-named  Plaintiff  in  this  cause,  and  that  the 
preparation  of  such  abstract  of  title  (being  the  same 
abstract  as  is  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  costs  of  the  said 
Defendant  in  this  cause)  was  commenced  on  or  about 
the  30th  day  of  May^  1864,  at  which  time  an  arrange- 
'^^i^t  was  pending  for  supplying  the  Plaintiff,  at  his 
^^^Tx  expense,  with  such  abstract  of  title,  without  suit, 
but    sQch  arrangement  was  not  carried  out,  and   the 
^'^O've-named  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  of  complaint  in  this 
^^^*se,  when  such  abstract  of  title  was  completed,  and 
^s^c3  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  the  answer  of  the 
"^f^^  Pendant,  as  before  mentioned,  and  such  abstract  of 
^*^  was  not  prepared  for  any  other  purpose  or  occasion 
atever  than  that  before  mentioned/' 


1866. 

Datib 

E«rior 

Dtbaet. 


^loes  not  come  within  the  120th  Order  of  May^  1846, 
"»*»  by  that  order,  the  costs  only  "  of  copies  or  extracts 


^%Ar.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Jessel^  for  the  Plaintiff.    The 
p  '^^Tge  for  the  abstract  of  title  ought  not  to  be  allowed ; 

ffV 

^^^^^'■aa  necessary  documents"  are  to  be  allowed,  and 

^*^oae  words  do  not  include  an  "  abstract,"  and  that  is 

^*^^    only  Order  allowing  the  charge.     Besides,  the  ab- 

^^■*«^ct  was  prepared  before  the  suit  was  instituted,  and 

*^^>t   really  and  bon&  fide  for  the  purposes  of  it,  and 

*^OK"     that  reason  was  not  chargeable.     But  though  the 

^^"^ige  for  preparing  the  abstract  was  improper,  a  fair 

*^^^I>y  of  it  for  Counsel   to   prepare   the   Defendant's 

^K^swerwas  properly  charged,  but  not  two  copies,  nor 

*^    ftct  any  charge  connected  with  the  employment  of  a 

^"^^^veyancing  Counsel,  who  was  not  engaged  in  the 

^^^^     It  is  the  first  time  that  a  charge  for  consulta- 

^^^8,  &c.,  with  Counsel  not  retained  in  the  cause  has 

^^r  been  beard  of,  and  the  charge  cannot  be  sustained. 

In 
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reen  v.  Brigff8{a),  the  costs  of  more  than  two  Counsel  ^  ^ 


^ 


(ti shallowed  on  taxation  between  party  and  party, 
litlistanding  the  third  Counsel  was  retained  after  *^"    ^f» 

Jcounsel   by  whom  the :  pleadings  had  been  drawn  ^  ^  ^ 


^c^ 


been  called  within  the  bar.  And  the  same  rule 
laid  down  in  Smith  v.  The  Earl  of  Effingham  {b). 
en  the  copies  of  the  interrogatories  used  in  the  con-  *l^ 

Itaiion  on  the  exceptions  were  unnecessary,  and  neither  ^^ 

^Y  nor  the  fee  for  consultation  on  the  exceptions,  as  ^i 

inct  from  the  cause,  ought  to  be  allowed.     As  to. the  -g 

^creased  fee  for  abbreviating  the  answer,  such  a  thing  j 

quite  inadmissible  after  the   bill  has  been  brought 
Into  the  office.    They  cited  Re  Catlin  (c). 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Tripp,  for  the  Defendant  The 
[principle  is,  that  the  person  who  is  in  the  wrong  ought 
to  itidemnify  the  opposite  party  from  all  the  costs  which 
have  been  occasioned  by  the  litigation,  and  it  was  in 
order  to  effect  this  object,  that  the  120th  General  Order 
was  made.  A  liberal  construction  ought,  therefore,  to 
be  given  to  this  General  Order,  especially  in  a  case  like 
the  present,  which  is  a  mere  fishing  bill  by  a  stranger, 
seeking  to  disturb  the  Earl  Dysart  in  the  possession  of 
his  family  estates.  The  General  Order  is  quite  extensive 
enough  in  its  terms  to  include  all  the  costs  which  have  i 

been  incurred  by  the  Defendant,  and  gives  to  the  Master  - 

a  wide  discretion.     The  costs  were  "  necessary  and  J 

proper"  for  defending  the  rights  of  the  Defendant;  the  £ 

case  was  peculiar,  involving  intricate  questions,  which  ^ 

rendered  it  necessary  to  examine  the  title  with  the  best  ^< 

professional  assistance. 

The  rule  of  the  Court  is  settled,  that  this  Court  will  II 

not  inierrere  with  the  discretion  of  the  Taxing  Master,  «*t 

on  M^< 

(d)  7  Burt,  279.  (6)  10  Btav.  378.  (e)  18  Btav.  608.  .8< 


f 
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on  a  mere  question  of  the  quantum  of  charges ;  there 

must  be  some  principle  involved  to  induce  the  Court  to 

do    so;    Alsop  V.  Lord  of  Oxford  {a).    The  cases  of 

Wastelly.  Leslie {b)  and  Downing  College  Case  (c),  were 

referred  to. 
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Mr.  R.  Palmer^  in  reply. 

7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I^his  is  an  appeal  from  the  taxation  of  a  bill  of  costs 
■^y  one  of  the  Taxing  Masters,  the  bill  in  the  cause 
"^ving  been  dismissed  with  costs. 


^o«.17. 


1*he  first  item  complained  of  is  an  item  of  about  60/. 
■^>*  drawing  an  abstract  of  certain  documents  which 
^^re  required  for  the  Defendant's  answer.  The  question 
*^  ^he  propriety  of  the  amount  the  Master  has  allowed. 
*^®  amount  in  the  bill  charged  was  79/.  Qs.  8rf.,  and  the 


3VI 
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^^ter  has  diminished  the  number  of  brief  sheets  by 
i^ode  of  calculating. 


T^hig  depends  on  the  120th  Order  of  the  8th  May, 

^S  (rf).   The  words  of  the  Order  are  these : — "  Where 

•-^  ^^^  are  to  be  taxed  as  between  party  and  party,  the 

^^ing  Master  may  allow  to  the  party  entitled  to  receive 

^  o  costs,  all  such  just  and  reasonable  expenses  as  ap- 


to  have  heen  properly  incurred  in'*  (I  pass  over 
^^  that  do  not  relate  to  this)  "  supplying  Counsel 
^^b  copies  of  or  extracts  from  necessary  documents." 
^^  word  **  abstract"  I  have  reason  to  know,  at  least  I 

have 


(6)  14  Sim.  184. 
VOL.  XXI. 


(c)  3  Myl.  4-  Cr.  474. 

(d)  Ordifut  Can.  333. 


^ 
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have  been  so  informed  by  extremely  good  authority  si 
this  case  was  heard,  was  purposely  omitted  from  t 
Order,  in  order  to  avoid  the  extra  price  of  &.  8d.  f 
sheet  being  obtained,  instead  of  3^.  4d.,  which  would 
the  price  allowed  for  a  copy.    At  the  same  time,  i 
solicitor  who  might  have  copied  at  length  a  large  num 
of  documents,  and  might  have  charged  3^.  4(/.  per  shi 
for  them,  has  omitted  to  do  so,  but,  in  lieu  thereof, 
prepared  an  abstract  of  less  than  half  the  size,  and  a 
less  expense  than  would  have  been  incurred  by  maki 
copies  of  the  documents,  I  should  think,  that  on 
taxation  of  costs,  this  might  properly  be  allowed, 
cause,  in  point  of  fact,  there  is  a  benefit  derived 
the  parties  by  it.     But  in  either  case,  the  documents 
question  must  be  prepared  for  the  purpose  of  the  si 
and  whether  this  was  so  or  not  in  the  present  case 
pends  on  the  aflBdavits  of  Mr.  Hooper,  the  clerk  of 
solicitor  of  the  Defendant,  who  has  put  in  a  very  fi 
aflBdavit  stating  how  the  matter  stood.    The  passa 
which   refers  to  this  matter   is   this : — "  I    personal 
superintended  the  management  of  this  suit,"  &c.  (a). 


Now  I  think,  upon  this  statement,  that  the  absti 
cannot  be  said  to  have  been  prepared  for  the  purpose 
the  answer.  It  was,  in  point  of  fact,  prepared  befc 
the  suit,  and  with  a  view  to  an  arrangement,  althou 
arising  out  of  the  same  matter  and  between  the  sai 
parties,  and  I  think  that  the  Order  confines  the  allo^ 
ance  to  such  documents  only  as  are  prepared  really  ai 
bond  fide  for  the  answer.  Certainly,  if  it  were  done 
a  totally  distinct  purpose  some  time  before,  no  one  co 
reasonably  contend  that  it  could  be  charged,  and 
also,  if  done  in  respect  of  a  question  between  the  sai 
persons,  but  on  a  distinct  occasion.     I  think  that, 

entii 
(a)  Sec  the  passage,  ante^  p.  126. 
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entitle  it  to  be  charged,  it  must  be  done  band  fide  for 
tJie  purposes  of  the  answer,  and  that  this  was  not  so  in 
^be  present  case,  as  it  appears  in  fact  to  have  been 
prepared  befi>re  the  bill  was  filed.  The  copy  of  it,  for 
tl^e  Counsel  who  prepai-ed  the  answer,  is  proper  and 
nicist  be  allowed. 


1855. 


Ihe  next  question  is,  the  propriety  of  the  allowance 

oF  Cwo  junior  Counsel  to  settle  the  answer  of  the   De- 

'ec^ant,  Lord  Dygari.    Mr.  Measure^  a  Conveyancer  of 

^nckinence,  had  been  consulted  by  Lord  Dysart  on  the 

subject  of  his  title,  and  also  as  to  what  documents  might 

l>e  produced  and  what  not;  it  was  therefore  a  matter 

<>f  importanee  to  Lord  Dysart,  that  the  advice  and  as- 

^^A^nce  of  Mr.  Measure  should  be  obtained  in  the  pre- 

I>^«*ation  of  hie  answer.     Mr.  Measure,  however,  not 

l^^ing  in  the  habit  of  practising  in  Court  as  an  equity 

dr^iftginan,  it  required  that  some  other  gentleman  should 

*^e  employed  as  junior  Counsel.    This  is  certainly  a  very 

Socd  reason  why,  for  Lord  Dysaris  satisfaction,  two 

OouQsel  should  have  been  employed  on  this  occasion, 

■^ut,  in  my  opinion,  it  affords  no  reason  for  charging  it 

^SHinst  the  Plaintiff.    In  every  case,  it  might  be  a  satis- 

*^etion  to  the  Defendant  to  have  the  united  assistance 

^^^  two  Counsel  to  prepare  bis  pleadings,  and  I  see  no 

^^^XHimstances  of  peculiar  difficulty  or  intricacy  in  this 

^^^•^  which  requires  the  assistance  of  two  Counsel  for 

^^^  peiformance  of  those  duties  which  are  almost  in- 

^   ^*^bly  performed  by  the  junior  Counsel  alone.     It  is« 

^J^  *^ct,  the  introduction  of  a  third  Counsel  in  the  case, 

^^  <^ertain  parts  of  the  suit,  and  I  am  unable  to  dis- 

*    ^^er  any  grounds  on  which  I  could  refuse  to  allow  this 

^        ^he  great  majority  of  cases,  if  I  were  to  allow  it  in 

^  present  instance. 


^^^  a  general  rule  two  Counsel  are  allowed,  a  junior 

K  2  and 
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and  a  senior;  where  more  are  allowed,  it  is  an  exception 
to  the  general  rule.  So  the  preparation  of  the  answei 
by  two  Counsel  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule,  and 
in  my  opinion,  the  sanction  of  the  Court  should  be  ob 
tained  for  this  extra  assistance,  before  it  can  properlj 
be  allowed  by  the  Taxing  Master  in  a  question  betweei 
party  and  party.  It  is  the  Court  alone  that  is  able  t( 
judge  of  the  propriety  of  this  extra  assistance  bein^ 
charged,  inasmuch  as  it  has  before  it  all  the  details  o 
fact  and  the  points  of  law  which  are  raised  and  dis- 
cussed, on  which  it  has  had  to  form  and  pronounce  ai 
opinion.. 


In  my  opinion,  therefore,  all  that  portion  of  this  bil 
of  costs  which  has  been  occasioned  by  the  employmen 
of  Mr.  Measure f  however  proper  as  regards  Lord  Dysari 
cannot  properly  be  charged  as  between  party  and  part; 
against  the  Plaintiff,  and  it  must  be  omitted  from  th( 
bill. 


The  fee  for  abbreviating  the  answer  by  estimating  th 
answer  at  its  total  length,  including  the  schedules,  I  find 
on  inquiry,  is  the  regular  and  legitimate  charge.  This 
therefore,  is  right,  and  ought  to  be  allowed.  I  may  als 
observe,  that  the  Master  is  right  in  allowing  the  bill  c 
costs  to  be  altered  for  this  purpose.  The  bill  of  costs 
as  between  party  and  party,  is  always  susceptible  c 
being  added  to  or  varied,  after  it  has  been  brought  int 
the  office.  In  this  respect,  it  is  quite  different  from  ; 
bill  of  costs  taxed  under  the  statute,  where  an  alteratioi 
cannot  be  made  as  against  the  client,  except  with  his  con 
sent,  after  the  bill  has  been  brought  in  for  taxation.  Ii 
cases  of  taxation  of  costs,  as  between  party  and  partj 
the  bill  of  costs  is  analogous  to  a  mere  state  of  facts 
and  is  a  claim  by  one  party  against  another  party  to 
suit,  and  it  may  be  amended,  in  any  way  and  at  an 

tim( 
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^'me,  before  the  taxation  is  concluded.    This  has  been 
triG  invariable  practice,  as  I  am  informed  on  inquiry. 

^VVith  respect  to  the  remaining  items,  I  think  that  a 

^^^^^sultation  on  the  exceptions,  between  the  Counsel, 

•^"^s  proper  and  ought  to  be  allowed,  distinct  from  the 

^^^^  nsultation  on  the  cause,  although,  by  arrangement, 

^■"^  ^   exceptions  stood  over  to  come  on  with  the  hearing 

t.lie  cause.     I  do  not  understand  correctly  whether 

3>ie8  of  interrogatories  are  charged  for  in  this  consul- 

*^^-  "^ion  as  distinct  from  the  copies  made  for  the  purpose 

^>^^^    the  preparation  of  the  answer.     It  appears  to  me, 

^^^^  ^.t.  such  is  the  case,  if  so,  then  my  opinion  is,  that  only 

^  ^^^I>ie8  of  the  interrogatories  to  those  answers  which  were 

^^^^-c^epted  to  can  be  allowed  for  this  purpose;  and  as  I 

■^  ^^vc  already  stated  with  respect  to  the  employment  of 

^      "third  Counsel,  one  copy  only  ought  to  be  allowed  in 

*^  ^    preparation  of  the  answer. 


1865. 


o 


Xn  all  other  respects,  the  taxation  of  the  Master,  on 

^  matters  complained  of,  appears  to  me  to  be  correct. 

J^  «^re  must,  therefore,  be  an  order  to  review  the  taxation 

*^    the  matters  mentioned,  and  no  costs  on  either  side. 

^'obably  after  the  statement  I  have  made  it  will  not 

^^    necessary  to  send  the  bill  back  to  the  Master,  but 

^  ^    *»ay  be  moderated  by  the  solicitors  on  both  sides,  who 

'*ll  easily  be  able  to  arrange  it,  after  what  I  have  stated 

my  view  of  the  case. 


«^     ^oTE. — An  appeal  to  the  Lords  Justices  was  dismissed  on  the 
-^^rt  of  January,  1856. 
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to. 


Nov.  9, 10,  PHILPOTT  V.  ST.  GEORGE'S  HOSPITAL. 

19. 
The  doctrine  of  npHE  question,  in  this  case,  arose  on  the  construction 
Corporation  of  of  a  bequest  contained  in  the  will  of  Earl  Beau- 

04  B^» '^  cAawip,  dated  in  1 847.  By  this  will,  after  devising  eight 
173)  adhered    acres  of  land  in  Newland  to  his  nephew,  Charles  G. 

A  testa^r     Scott^  in  fee,  the  testator  proceeded  in  these  words  : — 
devised  eight 

B.,  and  he'  "  And   whereas   I   have  contemplated  erecting  and 

directed,  that  endowing  almshouses,  either  upon  some  part  of  my 
should,  within  estate  or  elsewhere  in  the  hamlet  of  Newland,  afore- 
from^his'death'  ®**^'  ^^^  ^^  residence  of  twelve  or  some  larger  number 
give  a  suitable  of  poor  men  and  women,  members  of  the  Church  of 
Fn*2?.^a8*3ie  England^  who  shall  have  been  employed  in  agriculture 
site  of  alms-  and  have  been  reduced  by  sickness,  misfortune  or  infir- 
executors  mity.  Now,  in  case  I  should  happen  to  die  without 
A°*taTi  te^  *®  effecting  such  object,  and  any  persons  or  person  should, 
60,000/.,  to  be  within  twelve  months  after  my  decease,  at  their,  his  or 
purnoses^o/  ^  ^^^  expense,  purchase  or  give  a  suitable  piece  of  land, 
the  charity.  in  Newland  aforesaid,  as  a  site  for  such  almshouses, 
an 'executor,  ^"^  ^'^^  ^^^  intent  that  the  same  should  be  devoted  to 
devoted  the  g^jj^  purpose,  then  I  empower  and  direct  the  trustees 
eight  acres  to  .  :  mi       i_ 

the  charity.       or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  this  my  will,  when  and 

i^qu^fof  the^  so  soon  as  such  land  shall  have  been  legally  dedicated 

money  was       to  charitable  uses,  (provided  they  or  he  shall  approve 

trary  to  the'     ^^^  scheme  of  the  intended  charity  and  the  rules  and 

policy  of  the  regulations 

Mortmain  Act. 

A  testator,  in  case  any  person  should  give  a  suitable  piece  of  land  for  almshouses, 
gave  a  sum  of  money  to  be  devoted  to  the  charity,  with  a  gifl  over  of  the  fund,  if  no 
such  piece  of  land  should  be  provided  or  the  scheme  should  not  be  approved  of  by  his 
trustees.  The  land  was  provided,  and  no  difficulty  interposed  as  to  the  scheme,  but 
the  gift  of  the  money  was  held  void  as  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  Mortmain  Act. 
Held,  that  the  gift  over  did  not  take  eflect. 


Pbilpott 

V. 
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regulations  proposed  for  the  government  thereof,)  to  pay  1866. 
to  the  trustees  of  the  said  intended  charity,  out  of  such 
part  of  my  personal  estate  as  is  hereinafter  mentioned, 
the  sum  of  60,000/.,  to  be  by  them  devoted  to  the  several  St.  Gborob's 
purposes  of  the  said  charity,  in  the  manner  to  be  deter- 
inined  in  respect  of  the  funds  of  the  same,  but  so  never- 
theless, that  the  said  sum  or  any  part  thereof  shall  not 
te  applied  in  or  towards  the  purchase  of  any  lands  fdr 
t-lie  purposes  of  such  charity.  And  if  and  in  case  no 
such  piece  or  parcel  of  land  shall  be  found  and  pro- 
vided as  aforesaid,  or  being  such,  the  scheme  of  the  in- 
tended charity  or  the  rules  and  regulations  for  the 
S^vernment  thereof  shall  not,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
*^^J0Tity  of  my  said  trustees,  be  in  accordance  with 
'^«at  they  may  consider  my  wishes  upon  the  subject  to 
-"^ve  been,  then  I  give  and  bequeath  the  said  sum  of 
^O,OO0/.  to  the  trustees  for  the  time  being  of  St. 
^^^<rrgi$  Hospital,  to  be  by  them  applied  for  the  pur- 
i  of  that  institution.*' 


The  testator  died  in  1853,  and  his  will  was  proved  by 
*^^^  executors,  Charles  G.  Scotty  Susan  Kitching  and 
^^^  Plaintiff,  the  Rev.  Thomas  Philpott. 

Sy  indenture,  dated  the  6th  of  December^  1856,  and 

^ly  enrolled,  Charles  G.  Scott,  after  reciting  the  will, 

^^  that  Charles  G.  Scott  *'  was  desirous  of  effectuating 

^^  object  contemplated  by"  the  testator,  conveyed  the 

^Slit  acres  in  Newland  to  John  Abel  Smith,  Susan 

^'^^ching,  and  Thomas  Philpott  and   their  heirs,  upon 

'^^t:,  that  it  "should  thenceforth  be  devoted  to  the  pur- 

P^^^s  and  be  used  as  a  site  for  the  erection  of  such 

^^ni^Bhouses,  as  in  the  said  will  of  the  Earl  Beauchamp 

*^^iitioned,   and   other  the   purposes  of  the  said   in- 

^^ded  charity,  and  that  the  same  should  be  used  and 

^^Joyed  for  those  purposes,   and  be  subject  to  such 

powers 
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1855.       powers  and  provisions  in  relation  thereto,  and  that  the 
^'^^^'^^      scheme  of  the  said  intended  charity,  and  the  rules  and 
i;,  regulations    for    the    government   thereof,   should   be 

StXjeoroe's  framed  and  settled  in  such  manner,  in  all  respects,  as 
John  Abel  Smith,  Susan  Kitching  and  Thomas  Phil- 
pott  should,  with  the  approbation  of  the  trustees  of  the 
testator's  will,  thereafter  determine,  and  should  by  any 
indenture  enrolled  in  Chancery  direct  and  declare 
accordingly." 

This  bill,  filed  by  Mr.  Philpott  against  the  Governors 
oi  St.  George^s  Hospital,  and  the  three  trustees,  prayed 
that  the  rights  and  interests  of  all  parties  to  the  60,000Z. 
mis:ht  be  declared. 


•o'^ 


The  first  question  which  arose  was,  whether  the  gift 
of  60,000/.  to  a  charity,  in  case  of  any  person  giving  a 
suitable  piece  of  land  for  the  site,  was  valid,  or  contrary 
to  the  policy  of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain ;  and  secondly, 
assuming  the  gift  to  the  charity  failed,  then  whether  the 
gift  to  St,  Oeorge^s  Hospital  had  or  had  not,  in  the 
event  which  had  happened,  taken  effect 

The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  R.  Bethelt)  and  Mr. 
Oiffard,  for  the  Plaintiff,  admitted  that  this  case  could 
not  be  distinguished  from  Trye  v.  The  Corporation  of 
Gloucester  (a).  On  this  point  see  Cawood  v.  Thomp- 
8on(b) ;  Edwards  v.  Halite) ;  Longstaff  v.  Rennison  (rf) ; 
The  Church  Building  Society  v.  Barlow  (e) ;  Attorney- 
General  V.  Whitchurch  (f )  ;  Attorney  -  General  v. 
Hull(g). 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Cairns^  for  the  residuary  legatees. 

The 

(a)  14  Beav.  173.  (e)  3  De  Gex,  M,Sf  G.  120. 

(6)  1  Smnle  ^  G.  409.  (/)  3  Vcs.  p.  144. 

(c)  11  Hare  1,  since  affirmed.  {g)  9  Hare,  617. 

(d)  1  Drewry,  28. 
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*^e  gift  over  to  St.  Georges  Hospital  fails,  and  the 
^0,OOOL  falls  into  the  residue.  The  Hospital  is  only  to 
^ke  '*  in  case  no  such  piece  or  parcel  of  land  shall/'  ,,. 

witiin  twelve  months,  be  given.  Here  a  valid  gift  of  the  ^*J^*^J2*** 
land  has  been  made  by  Mr.  Charles  O.  Scott.    The        ^ 
land  has  been  devoted  to  the  charity  by  legal  and  effec- 
tual means,  and  the  condition,  on  the  non-performance  of 
which  alone  there  is  a  gift  over,  has  been  performed. 

Secondly,  this  is  not  a  gift  over  in  case  of  failure  of 

the  cbaritable  intent  by  reason  of  its  illegality,  but  on 

a  failure  arising  from  the  non-dedication  of  suitable 

piece    of  land  to  establish  it    It  is  like  the  case  of 

the  A.  itomey- General  v.  Hodgson  {a),  where  personal 

^tate  was  given  for  an  establishment  or  institute  of  a 

charitable  receptacle,  if  the  same  could  be  done,  with  a 

gift  over  ''  if  no  such  institute  could  be  conveniently 

^tablished."    The  first  gift  being  held  void  under  the 

Statute  of  Mortmain,  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England 

*^®W,  that  the  gift  over  had  not  taken  effect,  for  the 

^^stator  pointed  to  some  physical  impediment  and  not 

*^  the  invalidity  under  the  Statute  of  Mortmain.    The 

S^ft  over  is  inserted   for  similar  objects  to  those  in 

'^^^OTiiey^General  v.  Tyndall{]b)y^&  to  which  gift  over  the 

^Urt  said,  **  I  am  clear  that  it  is  a  fraudulent  and  void 

^Use  •  it  is  inserted  as  a  means  to  intimidate  the  heir 

^j"  *H.^  and  the  next  of  kin,  and  prevent  their  opposing 

cliarity." 


the 


^r.  R.  Palmer y  Mr.  Bagshawe,  and  Mr  Hawkins, 

^   tlie  trustees  of  8t.  George*s  Hospital,  argued,  that 

.    ^    true  effect  of  the  will  was  to  give  over  the  legacy 

^  ^ase  of  the  failure,  by  any  means,  of  the  first  charit- 

^^le  intention.    That  the  Attorney-General  v.  Hodgson 

had 
(a)  15  Sim.  146.  (6)  2  Eden,  p.  214 ;  Ambier,  p.  615. 


I 
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1855.       had  been  decided  on  demurrer,  and  that  there  was 

no  allegation  in  the  bill  which  enabled  the  Court  to 

^v'"**      deal  with  the  second  alternative  gift 
St.  Georoe'i 


Fbilpott 

V. 

T.  George' 
Hospital. 


The  cases  of  Attorney- General  v.  Whitchurch  {€l)\ 
De  Themmines  v.  De  BonnevaHJb) ;  Tulk  y.  Houlditch  (c) ; 
Poor  V.  Mial{d);  Harrison  v.  The  Corporation  of 
Southampton  (e) ;  Attorney-General  v.  Bishop  of  Ox- 
ford (f);  Brodie  v.  Chando$(g);  Cherry  v.  Mott{h); 
Corbyn  v.  French  (i)i  PearsaU  v.  8imp$on{k),  and 
1  Swinburne  on  Wills  (/)  were  also  cited. 

Mr.  Lloyd  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.   I  will  consider  this  case. 


Nov.  19.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  question  which  arises  in  this  bequest  is, 
whether  it  is  valid,  having  regard  to  the  Statute  of 
Mortmain. 

The  Plaintiff's  Counsel  admitted  that  they  could  not 
distinguish  this  case  from  Trye  v.  The  Corporation  of 
Gloucester^  decided  by  me  (m),  and  on  my  stating  that 
my  opinion  on  the  subject  remained  unchanged,  they 
forbore  to  argue  that  part  of  the  case.  I  have,  however, 
reconsidered  my  judgment  in  that  case,  and  I  think  it 
proper  to  observe,  that  the  further  consideration  which 

I  have 

(a)  3  Vet.  144.  (g)  I  Bro.  C.  C.  444,  n. 

(6)  5  Ruu.  288.  (h)  1  MyL  ^  Or.  123. 

(c)  1  Vet.  ^  B,  248.  (i)  4  Ves,  431. 

(rf)  6  Mad.  32.  {k)  15  Fes.  29. 

ie)  2  Smak  6f  G.  387.  (/)  Part  4,  a.  6. 

(/•)  1   Bro.  C.  C.  444;  4  Ves.  (m)  14  Beav.  173. 
421. 
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I  baire  given  to  that  case  confirms  me  in  the  view  that       1855. 

I  them  expressed,  and  I  have  the  satisfaction  of  finding 

that  the  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  William  Page  Wood  has 

come    to  a  similar  conclusion  in  the  case  of  Dunn  v.  St.  Gboroi's 

-oawmuia).    I   therefore  think  it  sufficient,  on  that 

part  of  the  case,  to  refer  to  my  judgment  in  the  case  of 

^Vy€  V.  The  Corporation  of  Gloucester,  and  to  state  my 

opinion,  that  the  bequest  in  the  present  will  to  found 

almshouses  fails,  by  reason  of  the  existing  law  of  the 

land,  which  has  rendered  it  impossible  to  carry  the 

testator's  wishes  into  efiect 

The  sabatantial  question  which  then  arises  before  me, 
-^iid  on  which  I  have  reserved  my  judgment,  is,  whether, 
^  this  state  of  circumstances,  the  gift  to  St.  Oearge^s 
Boapital,  which,  standing  by  itself,  is  firee  from  all 
^^t^fectioB,  takes  effect;  or,  in  other  words,  whether 
the  event  has  arisen  on  which  the  gift  over  is  directed 
to  take  eflfect 

I  think  it  material  to  refer  to  these  words  again,  they 

^"^  these: — •'  If  and  in  case  no  such  piece  or  parcel  of 

laii<]  f\i2Lll  be  found  and  provided  as  aforesaid,  or  being 

•^cH,  the  scheme  of  the  intended  charity  or  the  rules 

^**^  i^gulations  for  the  government  thereof  shall  not,  in 

''^  Opinion  of  the  majority  of  my  said  trustees,  be  in 

^^^^^^rdance  with  what  they  may  consider  my  wishes 

P^^  the  subject  to  have  been,  then  I  give  and  bequeath 

^^    said  sum  of  60,000/.  to  the  trustees  for  the  time 

^i«ig  of  St.  George's  Hospital." 

^^Hien  I  first  read  these  words,  my  impression  was 

^^  strong,  that  the  meaning  of  them  was,  that  if  the 

*^*^t  object  failed,  from  any  cause  whatever,  the  gift  to 

St.  George's 
(a)  1  Kay  ^  Johm.  596. 
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St.  Oeorge*8  Hospital  took  effect^  and  that  the  failure 
to  supply  the  land  for  the  almshouses  might  arise  as 
^.'^"**  well  from  the  operation  of  law,  as  from  the  want  of  in- 
^h'^ ftd*'*  clination  on  the  part  of  any  person  to  give  a  suitable 
piece  of  land  in  Newland  as  the  site  of  the  almshouses. 
The  further  consideration  of  the  subject  and  the  argu- 
ments of  Counsel  have  convinced  me,  that  I  too  hastily 
expressed  and  too  hastily  came  to  that  conclusion. 

In  the  case  of  the  A  Uomey- General  v.  Hodgson  (a), 
the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  points  out  the  prin- 
ciples on  which,  in  his  opinion,  such  gifts  over  are  to  be 
construed.  That  case  was  of  this  description :— The 
testator  bequeathed  personal  estate,  "  in  trust  for  the 
establishment  or  institution  of  a  charitable  receptacle,  if 
the  same  could  be  done,  for  twenty-seven  poor  old  men  of 
England  and  the  same  number  in  Ireland^  to  be  under 
the  management  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Bishop  of 
London  and  the  Roman  Catholic  Bishop  o{  Dublin  ;  but 
if  (said  the  testator)  no  such  institution  can  be  conve- 
niently established,  I  request  that  the  same  may  be  dis- 
posed of  in  charitable  donations,  to  persons  of  the  same 
description,  of  6/.  each,  and  whenever  an  opportunity 
offers,  that  it  may  be  added  to  any  contribution  for  a 
similar  purpose,  30/.  of  which  sum  I  give  to  each  of  my 
executors."  The  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  was  of  opi- 
nion, that  the  events  had  not  arisen  on  which  the  gift  over 
took  effect.  He  observes,  "  the  testator  says,  but  if  no 
such  institution  can  be  conveniently  established,  not  at 
all  contemplating,  as  it  strikes  me,  the  contingency  that 
the  law  might  not  permit  the  thing  to  be  done,  but 
evidently  pointing  to  some  impediment  of  a  totally 
different  kind."  Having  read  through  the  whole  of  the 
judgment  very  carefully,  and  having  reconsidered  the 

whole 

(a)  15  Sim,  146. 
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bole  of  the  comments  of  counsel  upon  it,  I  am  of  1855, 
^ii^ion,  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  decided  that  case  ^-^^^^ 
13 on  the  ground  stated  in  that  clause  of  his  judgment.  ^^ 

i.    -fact  it  turned  upon  the  word  "  convenient ;"  if  that  St.  Gbw 
3Ld  been  omitted,  the  gift  over  would  probably  have 
good,  but  the  gift  over  was  to  take  effect  only 
^he  event  of  the  previous  gift  failing,  by  reason  of  its 
^^  being  **  convenient "  to  carry  it  into  effect. 

^owy  on  looking  at  the  present  case,  it  appears  to 

&    to   be  still   more    strongly  marked   than  in  the 

^tomey-General  v.  Hodgson.    The  gift  to  8t.  George^ s 

[ospital  is  either  if  no  such  piece  of  land  ''shall  be 

*5otjnd  and  provided,"  or  if  the  scheme  or  the  rules  shall 

^^^ot  be,  in  the  opinion  of  his  trustees,  "  in  accordance 

^^^ith  what  they  may  consider  his  wishes  on  the  sub- 

J  ^ot.'*     It  ignores  altogether  any  diflSculty  which  might 

^^^rise  on  the  ground  that  the  law  might  interpose  an 

^^bstacle ;  it  does  not  deal  with  that  case  at  all.    The 

^^l^use  seems,  in  truth,  to  be  introduced  in  the  nature  of 

^^  ola.use  in  terrorem.     He  says,  in  substance,  "  I  require 

y^^u,  my  trustees,  to  do  all  you  can  to  carry  this  gift  of 

*^ine  into  effect,  but  if  you  do  not,  and  if  there  be  any 

^^ftiult  made  in  respect  of  it,  then  nobody  shall  have 

^*^y  bene6t  from  it;  but,  in  that  case,  I  desire  that  it 

^^^11  go  over  to   St.  George's  Hospital."      Now  no 

^^*Wult  has  been  made  by  any  one ;  all  that  can  be  done 

^^^  been  done  by  the  persons  entrusted  by  the  testator 

^     c^arry  his  wishes  into  effect.     In  fact,  the  land  has 

^^n  procured  and  the  rules  of  the  Hospital  have  been 

^I^F^ roved;  I  am  not  sure  that  this  approval  distinctly 

^F^F^ars  in  evidence,  but  if  that  were  not  so,  it  would 

^      a  mere  question  for  an  inquiry,  so  that  I  assume, 

^^=^t  everything  has  been  done  that  can  be  done.    Then 

^  ^  difficulty  which  arises  is  this : — the  land  has  been 

^^'^en,  and  the  rules  approved,  but  the  law  interposes 

and 
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1855.  <^nd  prevents  it  from  being  carried  into  effect  It  inter- 
poses in  this  way ;  not  by  saying  that  the  conveyance 
of  the  land  is  not  legale  for  it  is  perfectly  legal  and  valid ; 
St.  Gborob'i  neither  does  it  say  that  the  rules  are  improper,  no  diffi- 
culty of  that  sort  arises ;  but  the  law  interposes  by  say- 
ing, **  It  is  true  you  have  given  the  lands,  it  is  true  you 
have  approved  of  the  rules,  but  for  the  purpose  of  accom- 
plishing this  object,  the  legacy  itself  shall  not  be  given 
at  all,  and  in  fact  does  not  exist ;"  (I  am  here  assum- 
ing, as  the  foundation  of  my  judgment,  that  my  opinion 
in  the  case  of  Trye  v.  Corporation  of  Oloucester  it  cor- 
rect.) This,  then,  is  certainly  not  the  difficulty  contem* 
plated  by  the  testator.  He  did  not  contemplate  that 
any  difficulty  would  arise,  if  a  suitable  piece  of  land 
were  provided  and  legally  conveyed,  and  if  the  rules 
were  approved  of;  and  the  gift  over  was  only  to  take 
effect,  in  case  of  a  failure  of  the  land  being  given  and 
of  the  rules  being  approved  of,  and  there  is  no  gift  over 
in  case  of  a  defect  arising  from  the  law  interposing  and 
saying  that  the  legacy  shall  not  be  given  for  such  a 
purpose. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  event  on  which 
the  gift  over  to  St,  Georges  Hospital  was  to  take  effect 
has  not  arisen,  and  that  consequently,  the  whole  of  the 
legacy  fails,  both  the  original  gift  and  the  gift  over. 
The  result  of  which  is,  that  I  must  make  a  declaration 
to  that  effect. 

I  think  it  very  probable,  considering  the  nature  of 
this  case,  that  it  may  not  rest  here,  but  I  wish  that  my 
view  of  the  will  may  distinctly  appear,  which  is  this  : — 
that  the  original  gift  fails,  by  reason  of  its  being  con- 
trary to  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  and  that  the  gift  over 
fails,  by  reason  of  the  events,  on  which  that  gift  over  is 
directed  to  take  effect,  not  having  arisen. 

Note. — An  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  is  pending. 
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ABBOTT  V.  MIDDLETON-  ,,     ,,  ^ 

Nov.  15,  2! 
N"  1834,  General  Carpenter,  while  at  the  Cape  of  In  construin 
Oood  Hope,  made  his  will,  by  which  he  bequeathed  jaay  be  sup- 
bis  wife  an  annuity  of  2,000/.  a  year  for  life,  and  J^^^^^^ 
cted  a  particular  fund  to  be  set  apart  for  securing  it.  posed,  when 
?  proceeded  to  express  himself  in  the  following  terms:  ^jrt  rcquinM 

*•  And  on  her  decease,  the  sums  provided  and  set  it. 

^  S3  Alt  for  such  payment  to  become  the  property  of  my  testator's 
^^=^13.    Oeorge  Carpenter  (now  captain  in  his  majesty's  widow  for  lii 
^^=  ^  St  regiment  of  foot),  so  far  as  he  the  said  George  cease,  to  his 

^^ Vx^-yfliter  my  son  shall  receive  the  interest  on  such  J^^^^nJjjgj 

^  ^^^^1X1  during  his  life,  and  on  his  demise,  the  principal  sum  mise  the  prii 
t  ^i:>    l^ecome  the  property  of  any  child  or  children  he  may  ^^^  ^^^^ 

*-^^^^'we  bom  in  lawful  wedlock,  and  in  such  sums  as  my  property  of 

Ka» •    -.  t    t«     •!■        1    1.  -rfc       .  t*  *"*y  children 

^^^►»<3  son  shall  will  and  direct.    But  m  case  of  my  son  he  might 

^-*-  ^  i  ng  before  his  mother,  then  and  in  that  case  the  prin-  J.^^'^gj^^l 

^^^  ^  f>^l  sum  to  be  divided  between  the  children  of  my  over  in  case 

^^-*  ^  ^aghters,  the  deceased  Jane  Ricketta  and  Mary  Pax-  ^Ifore'hfs^ 

^^^^^^,and  of  my  now  surviving  daughter  Eliza  Middleton  mother  (omi 

C-aa:'! 1111  •         V    .  1         ,-         .  1   M  ting  the  wor 

*=*  ■^  ould  she  leave  any  issue),  m  equal  portions  to  each.    »  without  lei 

ing  children, 

The  son  pre 

^.^  deceased  hot 

xhe  testator  then  gave  his  daughter  Eliza  Middleton  his  father  an 

^^^■^^  lac  of  rupees  for  life,  and  the  principal,  on  her  j^g^^'oJf]!!' 

*^  luise,  to  descend  to  any  children  she  might  leave,  child,  who 

^  then  gave  a  lac  of  rupees  to  the  children  of  his  jj^^j  jj,^^  ^^ 

^^^Jeased  daughter  t/cfn^,  and  another  lac  to  the  children  child  was  en 

«:-   L-     1  111.*  XX  .        ,  1.  titled  to  the 

*^     018  deceased  daughter  Mary.    He  appomted  his  son  principal  sui 

^orye  Carpenter  residuary  legatee  "  to  all  further  pro-  ^^^^^^^^^1,^, 

perty  death;  and 
that  to  efiec 
the  intention  of  the  testator,  the  words  <<  without  leaving  any  child"  must 
^ed  after  the  word  **  dying." 
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1865.       perty  as  might  not  be  disposed  of  in  this  document,"  am 

'^-^^'^^      appointed  his  wife  and  son  executors. 
Abbott 

MiDDLBTON.  George  Carpenter,  the  son,  was  killed  at  the  Battl 
of  Inkermann  on  the  5th  November,  1864,  leavinj 
George  William  Wallace  Carpenter,  an  only  child,  ai 
infant,  surviving.  The  testator  died  in  January,  1855 
and  his  widow  died  on  the  20th  September,  1855.  Thi 
question  was,  whether  the  son  of  Captain  Carpente 
was,  under  these  circumstances,  entitled  to  the  fiinc 
provided  for  securing  the  widow's  annuity. 

Mr.  JB.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bird,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  i 
daughter  of  Mrs.  Paxton  and  her  husband  and  theii 
trustees.  The  gift  over  has  taken  effect.  The  onlj 
passage  of  the  will  as  to  which  there  is  any  question 
is  this: — **  but  in  case  of  my  son  dying  before  bis  mother 
then  and  in  that  case  the  principal  sum  to  be  dividec 
between  the  children  of  my  daughters."  These  wordi 
are  clear  and  unambiguous,  and  the  Court  cannoi 
change  them  by  introducing  other  words.  They  re- 
ferred to  Tarbuck  v.  Tarbuck  (a). 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Goldsmid,  for  some  of  the  childrer 
of  the  testator's  daughters,  and 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  O,  A/.  Giffard,  for  other  chil- 
dren, contended  that  the  gift  over  took  effect  in  the 
event  which  had  happened  of  the  son  dying  in  the 
mother's  lifetime.  They  cited  Andree  v.  Ward{}>)\ 
Greene  v.  Ward  (c) ;  Cooper  v.  Pitcher  (d) ;  Penley  v. 
Penley  (e) ;  Ranelagh  v.  Ranelagh  (f) ;  Addison  v. 
Busk(g);  S.  C,  Lee  v.  Bush{h);  Spalding  v.  Spald- 
ing 

(a)  2Jarm.  WilU,  375  (Ist  ed.)  (e)  12  Beav.  547. 

(6)  1  Ruu,  260.  (/;  Id.  200. 

(c)  Id.  262.  (g)  14  Beav.  459. 

(d)  4  Hare,  485.  (A)  2  De  G.,  M.  i  G.  810. 
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inff  (a);  Dennd.  Radcfyffe  v.  Bagshau>{b);  Holmes  v. 
Crudoch  (c) ;  Parsons  v.  Parsons  (rf);  Shuldham  v. 
Smmith  (e) ;  Oow  v.  Cross  (/). 

^n  FoUett  and  Mr.  Kinglake,  for  Mrs.  Middleton. 

The  Solicitar-Oeneral  (Sir  Richard  Bethell),  Mr. 
C^otnu,  and  Mr.  i?.  il.  Bethell,  for  G.  TT.  TT.  Carpenter, 
"^lie  testator^B  grandson.    At  the  date  of  the  will,  the 
'testator's  son  was  anmarried,  and  it  was  made  by  the 
"testator  himself.    As  it  stands,  it  is  repugnant  and  incon- 
sistent, and  the  words  '^  without  leaving  any  child"  after 
**  dying"*  must  be  implied,  in  order  to  give  it  a  rational 
vneaning,  and  carry  out  the  testator's  intention.    The 
'true  grounds  on  which  the  implication  proposed  to  be 
^^ade  is  founded  are  these:— you  must  imply  words 
to  effectuate  the  plain  and  real  intent  of  the  testator, 
^hicfa  mast  be  ascertained  from  the  construction  of 
^he  whole  will.    The  words  in  the  previous  clause  of 
the   will  are,  ''on  his  demise,  the  principal  sum  to 
*^^oome  the  property  of  any  child  or  children  he  may 
'cave."      Those   words  mean  "demise"  at  any  time, 
*^hether  he  survived  his  mother  or  not.     Down  to  this 
f^^^Bage  the  children  take  the  property,  and  the  onus  is 
^heu  on  the  other  side,  to  shew  that  the  interest  thus 
S^^en  was  afterwards  taken  away.     Great  stress  has 
"^^o  laid  upon  the  word  "  but,"  which,  it  was  argued, 
^as    conclusive  to  alter  and  take  away  what  would 
otherwise  have  been  a  vested  interest  in  the  children  of 
^he  son.   This,  however,  is  used  in  connection  with  a  gift 
^  cbildren,  and  the  testator  had  them  in  contemplation, 
^'^d  for  that  very  reason  the  words  which  are  required 
'^^Bt  be  implied.     The  testator  speaks  of  his  son's 

children, 

^•)  Cro.  Car.  185.  (rf)  5  Ve$.  578. 

(6)  6  r.  R.512.  (e)  6  Dow.  22. 

(c)  3  Ve$.  817.  {J)  7  Sim.  201. 

yOh.  XXI.  L 
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1855.       children^  but  then  it  occurs  to  him  that  he  may  d 

^'^^'^^      and  leave  none,  while  the  property  is  reversionary ;  i 

^^  that  case  he  substitutes  his  daughters'  children.     Thei 

MiDDLBTOH.    ig  therefore  good  ground  for  holding,  that  the  wore 

"without  leaving  a  child"  are  to  be  implied  after  tl 

word  "  dying,"  in  order  to  reconcile  both  parts  of  tl 

bequest,  and  give  a  rational  effect  to  the  whole;  tl 

authorities  fully  support  this  view   of  the  case,   an 

justify  the  implication  contended  for.     White  v.  J3a\ 

her  (a) ;  Doe  d.  Leach  v.  Michlem  {b) ;  Kirhpatrick 

Kilpatrick  (c) ;   Targtis  v.  Puget  (d) ;  Kentish  v.  Net 

man{e);  Lang   v.  Pugh(f);    Home  v,  PiUans(g 

Mayer  v.  Townsendi^h) ;  Lassence  v.  Tierney{i)i  Whi 

tell  V.  Dudinih). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  J  in  reply. 

The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Noc.  22.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  in  this  cause  arises  on  the  constructic 
of  the  will  of  General  Carpenter,  which  was  made  i 
March,  1834. 

The  words  of  the  bequest  are  as  follows : — The  te 

tator  gives  an  annuity  of  2,000/.  per  annum  to  his  wif 

and  he  directs  certain  securities  to  be  set  apart  for  th 

purpose;  '^  and  on  her  decease,  the  sums  provided  and  s 

apa 

(a)  5   Burr.  2703;    cited    in  (/)  1  F.  4-  C  C.  C.  718. 

Morrall  v.  Sutton,  1  PhilL  533.  (g)  2  Mi^l.  Sf  K,  15. 

(6)  6  Eiiit.  486.  (A)  3  Beav,  443. 

(c)  13  Vet.  476,  (i)  1  M.  ^  G.  551;  2   H. 

(d)  2  Vet.  sen.  194.  Tw.  115. 

(e)  1  P.  W.  234.  (A)  2  Jac.  ^  W.  279. 
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apart  for  such  payment  to  become  the  property  of  my        1856. 

son  George  Carpenter,  now  captain  in  his  majesty's  41st 

regiment  of  foot,  so  far  as  he  the  said  George  Carpenter, 

*ny  son,  shall  receive  the  interest  on  such  sum  during    Middlbtow. 

1)18  life,  and  on  his  demise,  the  principal  sum  to  become 

^be  property  of  any  child  or  children  he  may  leave  born 

in  lawful  wedlock,  and  in  such  sums  as  my  said  son 

sball  will  and  direct;   but  in  case  of  my  son  dying 

1>efore  bis  mother,  then  and  in  that  case  the  principal 

sum  to  be  divided  between  the  children  of  my  daughters 

the  deceased  Jane  Ricketts  and  Mary  Paxton  and  of 

^y  now  surviving  daughter  Eliza  MiddUion  (should 

she  have  any  issue)  in  equal  portions  to  each." 

Colonel  Carpenter,  the  son  of  the  testator  mentioned 

'**   this  bequest,  died  on  the  6th  of  November,  1864, 

'Caving  a  son,  now  Captain  Carpenter.    The  testator 

^■^  in  January,  1866 ;  and  the  widow,  who  survived 

^^^^  has  since  died.    The  question  is  whether,  on  this 

^^uest,  the  gift  to  the  child  or  children  of  the  son  of 

the  testator  takes  effect,  or  whether  it  is  destroyed,  by 

^^  taking  effect  of  the  contingent  bequest  to  the  children 

^*  the  daughter  of  the  testator.    In  other  words,  whether 

that  contingent  bequest  is  to  take  effect  on  the  death  of 

the  son  during  the  life  of  the  mother,  whatever  might  be 

the  state  of  his  family,  or  whether  it  is  to  be  inferred 

»rom  these  words,  taken  together  with  the  whole  scope 

^^d  purpose  of  the  will,  that  the  meaning  of  the  testator 

^^8,  that  the  ulterior  gift  should  take  effect  only  in  the 

^^«nt  of  his  son  dying,  without  leaving  a  child,  in  the 

"fetime  of  his  mother. 

1*he  first  thing  to  be  looked  at  is  the  effect  of  the 

P^^age  as  it  stands  alone,  and  then  it  will  be  proper  to 

consider  the  rest  of  the  will,  and  to  see  how  this  view, 

to  be  derived  from  the  bequest  alone,  is  affected  by  the 

L  2  general 
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1866. 


Abiott 

MiODLBTOH. 


general  scope  and  purpose  of  the  whole  will  tak* 
together.  Looking  at  the  words  containing  the  bequc 
by  themselves,  the  first  thing  seen  is,  a  clear  gift  to  t 
children  of  his  son,  in  the  first  branch  of  the  sentencej 
gift  which  was  vested  in  them  on  the  death  of  tb* 
father.  In  the  second  branch  of  the  sentence,  the  ti 
tator  proceeds  to  give  the  property  over,  if  the  son  di 
before  his  mother.  If  the  meaning  of  this  be,  that  t 
gift  over  is  take  effect  whether  the  son  leave  childr 
or  not,  merely  because  he  predeceases  his  mother, 
appears  to  me  to  be  in  a  great  degree  inconsistent  wi 
and  repugnant  to  the  gift  to  the  children  of  the  8< 
I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive,  upon  what  principle  the  h 
tator  could  have  meant  this  bounty  towards  his  grar 
children  to  depend  upon  the  circumstances  whett 
their  father  survived  his  mother  or  not.  A  bequest 
grandchildren  if  their  father  survived  his  mother,  I 
nothing  to  them  if  he  did  not,  seems  absurd,  inconsisU 
and  repugnant  to  itself,  unless  explained  and  ma 
rational  by  some  peculiar  extrinsic  circumstances,  nc 
of  which  exist  in  this  case.  To  impute  such  an  int( 
tion  to  the  testator  seems  to  me  to  be  what  the  Coi 
will  not  do,  unless  the  words  and  the  authorities  are  t 
strong  to  be  overcome. 


The  word  "  but,"  on  which  much  stress  was  laid 
behalf  of  the  other  grandchildren  of  the  testator,  dc 
not  appear  to  me  to  assist  their  argument.  It  seems 
me  that  this  word  is  rather  put  in  opposition  to  the  g 
to  the  grandchildren,  and  as  if  the  word  ''but'*  referr 
to  the  possibility  of  his  son  having  no  children,  as  if 
had  run  thus, — "  but  if  there  should  be  none,  and  c 
son  should  die  before  his  mother,"  then  over.  B 
whether  this  be  so  or  not,  at  all  events,  it  is,  in  c 
opinion,  too  slight  a  foundation  to  build  any  constructi' 
upon.   Certainly  if  the  Court  should  arrive  at  the  conci 

clusi 
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sion  that  the  two  clauses  of  this  sentence  are  repugnant       1865. 

to  each  other,  no  principle  exists  which  will  prevent  this 

Oourt  from  introducing  such  words  as  may  make  them 

consistent,  provided  it  is  not  contradicted  by  the  plain 

a.Kmd  obvious  meaning  of  the  testator,  as  derived  from  the 

r^st  of  the  will.     It  is  needless  to  refer  to  instances  of 

this,  of  which  the  books  are  full.     It  may  be  stated  as 

&      general  rule,  that  whenever  the  context  requires  it, 

^<3rds  may  be  supplied,  changed  and  transposed.    To 

determine  when   the  context  requires   this  insertion, 

c^baDge  or  transposition  of  words,  is  more  difficult  to 

define,  and  there  is  no  doubt,  that  this  power  is  to  be 

^^^ercised  very  cautiously,  lest  a  meaning  be  given  to 

t.l:me  will  different  from  that  which  the  testator  intended. 

^^^  ut  when  it  is  required  to  give  to  the  whole  sentence  one 

^^  >~iifbrm  and  consistent  meaning,  which  without  it  would 

*^^   irrational  or  repugnant,  it  may  properly  and  indeed 

'  UBt  be  exercised. 


In  my  opinion,  the  two  clauses  of  this  sentence,  as 
^*^^y  stand,  are  inconsistent  and  repugnant.  The  first 
^  ■■^^nch  gives  an  estate  to  the  children,  the  second  takes 
*  ^  ^way,  and  the  introduction  of  the  words  "  without 
^^^ving  a  child"  after  the  word  "dying,**  in  the  second 
*^  ■*^iich  of  the  sentence,  would,  in  my  opinion,  make  the 

^o  branches  of  the  sentence  uniform  and  consistent. 


The  case  of  Spalding  v.  Spalding  (a),  to  which  I  am 
'*"^ferred,  is  very  near  this  case,  and  is,  I  think,  a  suffi- 
cient authority  to  support  the  construction  I  put  on  this 
«>eque8t.   In  that  case  a  man  had  three  sons ;  he  devised 
Imnd  to  his  wife  Alice  for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease 
^    the  eldest  son  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  he 
declared  that  if  that  son  died  leaving  Alice,  the  lands 

should 
(c)  Cro,  Car,  185. 
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Abbott 

V. 
MlDDLITOK. 


should  go  over  to  another  son.  If  the  will  in  that 
had  rested  there^  it  would  have  been  impossible  to 
two  cases  more  clearly  resembling  each  other.  In 
case  the  words  "  without  issue"  were  introduced  bj 
Court  after  the  word  "died,"  which  made  the  vi 
consistent,  and  they  were  considered  necessary  for 
purpose.  It  is  said,  that  in  that  case,  the  rest  ol 
will  was  referred  to,  as  assisting  that  constructioDj 
that  this  construction  was  rendered  necessary,  bee 
the  testator  devised  other  lands  to  the  second  son 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  other  lands  to  the  thirc 
and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  proceeded  to  direct 
if  all  his  sons  should  die  without  heirs  of  their  bo 
the  land  should  go  to  the  children  of  a  brother.  1 
can  be  no  doubt  that  these  devises  and  subseq 
expressions  do  assist  much  in  explaining  the  mea 
of  the  testator  in  the  particular  clause  in  question  ; 
I  do  not  find  that  it  was  upon  that  ground  alone 
the  Judges,  in  that  case,  proceeded.  In  fact,  the 
cipal  ground  seems  to  me  to  be,  the  expression  o 
testator's  intention  that  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the 
son  should  take,  and  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  in 
case,  they  could  only  take  by  descent  through 
father,  whereas,  in  the  present  case,  if  I  am  right, 
take  vested  interests  direct  from  the  testator. 


I  proceed,  therefore,  in  the  present  case,  to  exa 
the  rest  of  the  will  of  the  testator,  to  see  whal 
general  scope  and  object  of  it  is,  and  which  may  tl 
a  light  on  this  particular  clause.  When  I  do  th 
find  nothing  to  justify  the  construction  contendec 
by  the  ulterior  legjatees.  I  observe  a  great  and  solic 
anxiety  to  provide  for  his  grandchildren  generallyj 
see  no  trace  of  any  desire  to  exclude  the  child  o 
son,  or  to  provide  for  them  otherwise ;  but  I  obs 
a  desire  that  all  his  grandchildren  should  be  proi 
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for,  80  far  as  this  intention  can  be  derived  from  the  1866. 
careful  direction  respecting  legacies  in  favour  of  the  ^'^^^^^^^ 
children  of  all  his  other  children.     This  is  all  that  I  9. 

perceive  that  can  bear  on  this  question,  and  this  con-    Middlitoiu 
firms  my  opinion^  that  the  intention  of  the  father  was, 
not  to  leave  his  son's  children  destitute,  in  case  they 
should  have  the  misfortune  of  losing  their  father  early 
in  life. 

The  result  is,  that  I  shall  declare  that,  according  to 
the  tme  construction  of  the  testator's  will,  the  child  or 
children  of  Colonel  Carpenter  who  survived  the  testator 
took  a  vested  interest  in  the  capital  of  the  fund  set  apart 
to  answer  his  wife's  annuity,  subject  to  her  life  interest 
therein. 

The  costs  of  all  parties  must  come  out  of  the  residue. 


I^OTK. — ^An  appeal  to  the  Houie  of  Lords  has  been  prepared. 
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Nov,  19,  20, 
23. 


STAINTON  V.  THE  CARRON  COMPANY. 


After  a  decree  HHllE  facts  of  this  case,  and  the  previous  proceedings 
in  relation  to  the  question  at  issue  between  the 
parties,  are  fully  set  out  in  the  cases  of  Maclaren  ▼. 
Stainton  (a),  and  Stainton  v.  The  Carron  Company  (b), 
and  for  the  present  purpose,  it  will  only  be  necessary  to 
state  one  or  two  facts  and  the  dates  of  the  yarioiis  pro* 
ceedings. 


against  the 
representatives 
in  Scotland, 
"where  the  tes- 


in  England  for    JL 
the  adminis- 
tration of  an 
English  tes- 
tator's estate, 
a  Scotch  com- 
pany, whose 
situt  was  in 
Scotland,  but 
which  had 
agents  and 

bush^ss  in  "^^^  Carron  Company  is  a  Scotch  company,  incoT' 

England,  com-  porated  in  1773,  and  have  offices  and  business  premises 

ceedkigs^"*"     in  several  places  in  EMglund.    From  1808  to  1861, 

Henry  Stainton  was  their  London  agent.    He  died  in 

December ^  1851,  being  then  domiciled  and  resident  in 

wbere  the  tes-   Enqland,  but  possessed  of  considerable  real  and  per- 
tator  possessed         :^  »  r  r 

real  and  per-     soual   estate    both   in    Scotland  and  England^  and    a 
recover  a  debt,  shareholder  of  the  company  to  the  extent  of  80,000/. 

An  injunction    After   his   decease,  the  company  claimed    against    his 

was  granted  to  i       ./  o^ 

restrain  the       executors,  who  were  also  the  trustees  of  his  will,  a  sum 

^fX«K"   ^^  upwards  of  100,000/.,  which  they  alleged  they  had 

which,  on  ap-    discovered  to  be  due  to  them,  in  respect  of  money  im- 

chargTby'the  properiy  retained  by  their  testator. 
House  of 
Lords.     After 
this,  the  com- 
pany com- 
menced ano- 
ther action  in 
Scotland,  and 
a  motion  was 
made  to  re- 
strain it,  on 
the  ground  of 
the  company 

having  come   in  and  adopted  the  proceedings  in   England.    The  application  was 
refused  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  by  the  full  Court  of  Appeal. 


In  1852,  two  of  the  executors  instituted  the  suit  of 
Maclaren  v.  Stainton  against  the  testator's  heir-at-law, 
who  was  also  an  executor  and  trustee  of  his  will,  to 
establish  the  will,  and  for  the  administration  of  the 

estate ; 
{a)  16  Beav.  279.  (6)  18  Beav.  146. 
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estate  ;  and,  in  Majfy  1852,  the  ordinary  decree  was  made,        1856. 
for  taking  the  accounts  and  ascertaining  and  paying  the      ^■^^^' 
testator's  debts.    The  company,  notwithstanding  this     ^*^|^*'®" 
decree,  of  which  they  had  notice  in  October,  1852,  com-   Th«  Cabbok 
menced  proceedings  in  Scotland  against  the  executors 
who  had  proved  the  will  there  for  the  recovery  of  the 
alleged  debt.    On  the  10th  November,  1852,  the  Plain- 
tiffs in  the  suit  otJUaclaren  y.Siainton,io  which  the  com- 
pany were  not  parties,  gave  them,  at  their  office  in  London, 
i^otice  of  motion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  proceedings 
i^  the  Scotch  suit ;  and  on  the  15th  November,  1852,  the 
i^Upnction  was  granted,  the  company  not  appearing.   On 
the  5th  pf  December  following,  the  company  moved  to 
^''^^olve,  and  the  motion  being  refused  (a),  they  appealed 
^  the  House  of  Lords  from  both  the  orders  of  the  15th 
^^^^^^ember  and  the  5th  December,  and  on  the  11th  of 
^^Sff  1855,  the  orders  appealed  from  were  reversed  (b). 
^'^ding  the  appeal,  however,   the  following  various 
P'^^eeedings  took  place.    On  the  27th  of  April,  1853, 
^^  company  carried  into  the  Master's  Office  a  claim 
^^  *^eapect  of  their  alleged  debt,  which  they  stated  to  be 
''^^hout  prejudice  to  their  appeal,  and  which  they  de- 
^^*Oed  to  prosecute  pending  the  appeal.    The  Master 
^^^llowed  the  claim  for  want  of  prosecution.    On  the 
"*l:fc  June,  1863,  the  company  presented  a  petition  to 
^"^^^    their  claim  noticed  without  prejudice,  but  de- 
^'^^t«ig  to  prosecute  it  pending  the  appeal  as  before ; 
*^^m    on  the  27th  of  June,   their  petition   was   dis- 
"^*^«^.    On  the  18th  July,  1853,   the  Master  made 
^^^    Y^port,  that,  in  his  opinion,  a  bill  should  be  filed 
^S^^vist  the  company  to  get  in  the  testator's  shares,  and 
tn^    Iwlance  due  to  him  from  the  company,  and  on  the 
^^^  of  Juljf,  1853,  the  report  was  confirmed,  and  on 
^^   21st  July  a  bill  was  filed  against  the  company  by 

two 
{a)  16  Ben.  279.  (6)  See  H.  ofL.  Cam. 
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1866.        two  of  the  residuary  legatees  of  the  testator,  which  w^ 
^^■""^^^^      demurred  to  by  the  company,  on  the  ground  that  it  w^^"^^ 
TAiNTON      ^^^  gj^j  ^^  ^j^^  personal  representatives  of  the  testator*""^  ^^^ 

TheCARRON   and  on  the  17th  o(  January,  1864,  the  demurrer  wa -^^         ^ 
Company.  j'  '  ^  . 

allowed  (a).    An   order   was  afterwards   made  in  th^  ^^*- — 

administration  suit  of  Maclaren  v.  Stainton,  allpwing  £ 

second  bill  to  be  filed  against  the  company.     On  the 

18th  of  Februarj/f  1864,  the  present  suit  of  Stainton  ▼ 

The  Carron  Company  was  duly  instituted  by  the  repi 

sentatives  of  the  testator,  and  on  the  ^2nd  July,  1864^ 

the  company  put  in  their  answer. 

It  was  on  the  1 1th  of  July,  1866,  that  the  House  ol 
Lords  gave  judgment  on  the  appeal  reversing  the  ordei 
complained  of,  and  after  this,  the  following  proceed- 
ing took  place.  The  Plaintiffs  had  amended  their  bill 
without  requiring  a  further  answer,  but  the  company 
put  in  a  voluntary  answer  on  the  2nd  of  August,  1865. 
On  the  17th  July,  1866,  the  company  commenced  a 
fresh  action  in  Scotland,  and  the  Plaintiffs  in  Stainton 
V.  The  Carron  Company  now  moved  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  them,  the  motion  not  being  simply,  as  in  Mac^ 
laren  v.  Stainton,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  them 
absolutely;  but,  in  the  alternative,  either  to  restrain 
them  absolutely,  or  to  restrain  them  from  taking  pro- 
ceedings other  than  such  as  might  be  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  such  security  or  priority  as  they 
might  be  entitled  to  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland. 

Mr.  U.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Kenyan,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  in 
support  of  the  motion.  On  the  appeal  to  the  House  of 
Lords  against  the  former  injunction,  it  was  thought, 
upon  the  evidence  before  their  Lordships,  that  the 
Carron  Company  had  no  situs  in  this  country,  and  did 

not 
(a)  18  Beoo.  146. 
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not  reside  bepe,  and  that,  in  fact,  they  bad  not  offices  and  1856. 

places  of  business  of  their  own,  but  merely  agents  to  ^^^>^^^ 

sell    their  manufactured  iron  and  remit  them  the  pro-  ^^  ^ 

ceeds.    Their  Lordships  were  of  opinion  that  the  value  'IJ*  Cariow 


of    ^lieir  machinery  and  the  extent  of  their  property 
kene    raised  no  inference  that  the  persons  transacting 
their  business  in  Englarid  were  anything  more  than  mere 
A^eximts,  and  that  it  could  not,  on  the  evidence,  be  held 
^^^t.    this  corporation  had  any  existence  whatever  in 
•^^^^S^^^*    I^  ^  submitted,  however,  that  the  company 
*»  now  shewn  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
^*^  grounds  beyond  those  stated  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
^^^d     that  the  case  can  now  be  carried  much  further. 
'^    i»  clear  that  the  Carron  Company  are  not,  as  was 
^^8u.med  by  the  House  of  Lords  or  inferred  from  the 
^^■<i^nce  then  before  them,  merely  a  Scotch  company, 
P^^     a  company  having  established  places  of  business 
**^    -^SnglancL    By  the  2nd  section  of  the  Joint  Stock 
^-^ixapanies  Registration  Act  (7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110),  the 
"^^^    is  made  to  apply  to  every  joint  stock  company,  as 
^^^•"TOnafter  defined,  established  in   any   part  of  the 
^^^i-ded  Kingdom  except  Scotland,  or  established   in 
^^"^^^land  and  having  an  office  or  place  of  business  in 
^*^3r    other  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  for  any  com- 
.'^^^•"^ial  purpose,  &c.    And  by  the  58th  section  a  return 
^"^quired  to  be  made,  to  the  registration  office,  of  the 
^^^^c^e,  purpose  and  place  of  business  of  the  company. 
^^'^^,  in  pursuance  of  these  enactments,  the  Carron  Com- 
'^^'^^^  have  made  a  return,  in  which  they  stated  their  name 
.  ^^    ^^e  •*  The  Carron  Company,"  their  business,  "  Smelt- 
s'    Iron,"  and  their  places  of  business,  "  Carron  Works, 


CompsDj. 


«,  Stirlingshire^  Upper  Thames  Street,  London, 
^^^  Liverpool:'    [The  Master  of  the  Rolls,— That  was 
^^^^pulsory.]    Yes,  but  the  question  is,  whether  those 
^^    their  offices  or  places  of  business,  or  those  of  their 
Splits;  and  it  being  plain  that  they  belong  to  the  com- 
pany, 
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1866.       p&Qyi  tbey  are  within  the  jurisdiction.    The  case,  how- 

^^^^      ever,  involves  two  questions,  6r8t,  the  jurisdiction,  and 

TAiMTow     secondly,  the  propriety  of  exercising  it.     According  to 

The  Caerom   the  other  side,  the  case  in  the  House  of  Lords  was 
CoinpsDy* 

decided  on  the  latter  point,  namely,  the  question  of 

expediency,  and  that  therefore  the  jurisdiction  was  ad- 
mitted, and  the  whole  question  was  as  to  the  propriety 
of  exercising  it.  If  this  case  were  the  same  as  that 
before  the  House  of  Lords,  it  would  be  useless  to  discuss 
it,  but  it  is  very  different  The  injunction  is  not  asked 
to  restrain  the  action  which  was  restrained  by  the  former 
injunction.  That  action  has  ceased  and  a  new  action 
has  been  brought  for  the  same  purpose;  but  after  full 
notice  of  the  decree  for  administration  in  Maclaren  t. 
Siainian.  Besides,  this  injunction  is  sought,  not  in 
AJaclartn  v.  Stainton,  to  which  the  company  are  not 
parties,  but  in  Stainton  v.  The  Carron  Company,  in 
which  they  are  Defendants,  and  in  which  the  issue  is 
directly  raised,  whether  such  a  debt  as  is  claimed  by 
them  exists.  But  even  in  the  first  suit  of  Maclaren  v. 
Stainton,  they  came  in  before  the  Master  and  asked 
relief — relief  which  no  doubt  may  be  said  to  be  sub 
modo;  but  still  they  asked  relief,  on  the  ground  that 
the  testator  Henry  Stainton  was  indebted  to  the  com- 
pany. They  have  put  in  their  answer  in  the  second 
suit  of  Stainton  v.  The  Carron  Company,  and  have 
therefore  submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  in  both  cases. 
Again,  the  contract  was  to  be  performed  in  England 
and  related  to  an  English  agency,  and  even  if  made  in 
Scotland,  it  was  nevertheless  an  English  contract,  be- 
cause it  was  to  be  performed  in  JEngland^a).  They  cited 
Beauckamp  v.  The  Marquis  of  Huntley  {b) ;  Ctraham  v. 
Maxwell  {^c) ;  Bunbury  x.Bunbttry  {d).     The  documents 

relating 


(«)  3  BMrge'tCc»l.^  For,  Ltne, 
599. 

{h)  J«c.  M6. 


K>   1  Mmcn.  4G.71;  2H.  4- 

Tr.  427. 
(rf;  1  Beat.  318. 
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relating  to  the  agency  are  in  London,  and  this  renders  the 
JSoglisb  Court  the  most  convenient yorum  for  deciding 
tho   questions  between  the  parties. 

RSr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Lewin  for  all  the  parties  bene- 
ficia.1Iy  interested  in  the  testator's  estate,  in  support  of 
the  xmotiony  were  not  allowed  to  be  heard^  as  they  had 
xiot.   given  notice  of  motion. 


"if.  Roli  and  Mr.  Cotton,  for  the  company,  relied 
^poxm  the  decision  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  former 
c^s^  as  conclusive  in  the  present,  inasmuch  as  assuming 
^he  J  urisdiction,  it  was  held  to  be  improper  to  interfere. 

'A'fcey  argued,  that  the  disputes  between  the  parties, 

Involving  questions  of  Scotch  law,  could  be  more  con- 

^^K^m«ntly  determined  in  Scotland,  and  that  the  com- 

P^"  •^  3f  were  not  to  be  deprived  of  the  advantages  which 

^^,y  possessed,  under  the  Scotch  law,  in  regard  to  their 

^*^i«»  for  interest,  and  to  the  non-application  of  the 

'^'^^^lish  Statute  of  Limitations. 


Stainton 

o. 

The  Carbon 

Company. 


Ir.  JB.  Palmer,  in  reply,  referred  to  Hope  v.  Hope  (a) 
^^^^^    Buihbjf  V.  Mundayifi),  to  shew  that  the  appearance 
5^      ^^  party  in  a  suit  sets  at  rest  the  question  of  juris- 


e  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


\ 


^-*%€  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

^  Q  this  case  a  motion  was  made  to  restrain  the  De-      Nov,  23. 

^^^^ants,  the  Carron  Company,  from  prosecuting  an 

action 

^01)  19  Beav.  237  and  4  De  G.,         (6)  5  Mad.  297. 
*^  •  4  G.  328. 


Stain TON 

V. 
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1856.  action  in  Scotland  against  the  Plaintiffs,  which  wa 
brought  in  July  last.  The  motion  is  made  in  a  case  • 
Stainton  v.  Carron  Ck)mpany^  which  suit  was  institute^^ 
T^  Careom  jn  this  Court  in  February,  1864.  It  is  instituted  foe 
the  determination  of  the  same  question  as  that  which  i  S 
to  be  determined  in  the  action  in  Scotland.  In  the  suv  ^ 
in  this  Court,  the  Carron  Company  have  submitted  im^ 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court ;  they  have  appeared,  the^^ 
have  put  in  their  answer,  they  have  taken  various  pro-^ 
ceedings  in  it,  and  they  have  raised  no  question  respect-^ 
ing  their  being  out  of  the  power  or  out  of  the  juris-^ 
diction  of  this  Court. 

In  this  state  of  things,  the  Defendants  have  insti — 
tuted  a  proceeding  in  Scotland  to  try  the  same  question  ^ 
In  such  a  case,  according  to  my  view  of  the  principles 
and  doctrines  of  this  Court,  it  would,  if  there  were 
nothing  more  in  the  case,  be  a  matter  of  course  to 
restrain  their  proceeding  in  the  foreign  Court,  if  the 
Court  came  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  question  at  issue 
could  be  more  conveniently  tried  here  than  in  the 
foreign  Court,  and  if,  at  the  same  time,  there  existed  a 
reasonable  security,  that,  by  restraining  the  proceeding 
in  the  foreign  Court,  the  Defendants  would  not  be  de- 
prived of  their  right  That  such  a  security  exists  in  the 
present  suit  cannot,  I  think,  be  doubted,  for  a  decree 
exists  in  the  cause  of  Maclaren  v.  Stainton  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  estate  of  Henry  Stainton,  by  which 
the  Defendants  could  have  the  same  question  deter- 
mined, and  the  existence  of  that  decree,  besides  the 
power  of  giving  them  a  right  to  institute  proceedings 
under  it  actively,  is  also  a  reasonable  security  against 
the  dismissal  of  the  bill  of  Stainton  v.  The  Carron 
Company  by  the  Plaintiffs,  which  would  deprive  the 
Plaintiffs  of  the  means  of  fully  administering  the  tes- 
tator's 


ConipAiiy. 
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ta tor's  estate  in  the  cause  of  Maclaren  v.  Siainton^  in        1856. 
which  the  decree  has  been  made.  ^-^/^^ 

St4IMTO« 
V. 

The  Defendants  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  now  contest  '^l^J^J^* 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  in  this  cause  of  Stainton 
V.  The  Carron  Company,  because  they  have  submitted 
to  it;  and  I  repeat,  that  if  this  were  all  that  there  was 
in  the  case,  I  should  have  no  hesitation  in  granting  the 
injunctbn  that  is  sought  for. 

Sut  this  case  comes  before  me  now  in  very  different 
And  under  very  peculiar  circumstances.  In  the  cause  of 
-^^^clarenY. Stainton,  I  had,  after  the  decree  for  the  admi- 
'^istration  of  the  testator's  estate,  granted  an  injunction 
•"^^training  the  Carron  Company  from  proceeding  with 
^c^  action  in  Scotland^  exactly  analogous  to  that  which 
^n^y  have  now  instituted. 

I'his  order  was  pronounced  by  me  in  November,  1852, 
^^^,  in  December  of  that  year,  I  refused  an  application 
^^     dissolve  it    The  House  of  Lords,  in  July  of  the 
I^^'^sent  year,  upwards  of  two  years  and  a  half  after  my 
^^•'^er  was  pronounced,  discharged  that  order,  and  de- 
^^*^.red  that  the  action  was  proper,  and  that  the  Carron 
^"^^^KJapany  ought  not  to  have  been  restrained,  but  ought 
^^^   have  had  the  liberty  to  continue  the  action.     It  is  my 
^^y,  as  far  as  possible,  to  place  the  Defendants  in  the 
^^■^e  situation  m  which  they  would  have  stood,  if  the 
^^'^er  which  the  House  of  Lords  have  disapproved  of 
"^d    never  been  pronounced.     It  is  not  possible  to  do 
^*^Ja    precisely,  but  of  this  I  feel  satisfied,  that  nothing 
^^Taa  on  the  fact  that  a  new  action  has  been  instituted, 
^^d    that   I   must  treat  the   action   now  commenced 
exactly  as  if  it  were   the  old  action  subsisting,   the 
»OTuier  one  having  ceased  solely  by  reason  of  my  order. 
^  feel  also,  that  there  would  be  an  impropriety,  on  my 

part. 
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1866.  P^rty  in  doing  any  act  which  might  have  the  appearance 
^^"v^  of  an  attempt  to  evade  the  consequence  of  the  decision 
Staihtok  ^j.^1^^  House  of  Lords.  If  I  granted  the  injunction  on 
The  Carbok  the  facts  now  appearing,  namely,  that  the  Defendants 
^"^^*  had,  in  the  cause  of  Stainton  v;  The  Carron  Company^ 
submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  after  another 
two  years  that  order  might  be  discharged  by  the  House 
of  Lords,  on  the  ground  that,  in  obedience  to  the 
opinion  expressed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  the  injunc- 
tion ought  not  to  have  been  granted,  while,  in  the  mean 
time,  a  decree  might  be  applied  for,  and,  if  granted, 
might  be  discharged  again  after  two  years  appeal,  when 
the  case  might  have  been  fully  concluded  in  this  Court, 
and  the  adverse  interests  decided  on  the  merits,  although 
the  House  of  Lords,  all  through  the  cause,  thought  it  a 
question  which  ought  more  properly  to  have  been  tried 
in  Scotland  and  not  in  this  Court,  and  although,  there* 
fore,  if  this  had  been  a  fresh  matter,  I  should,  as  I  have 
stated,  have  felt  no  hesitation  in  granting  the  injunction, 
and  although,  in  my  opinion,  the  question  between  the 
parties  can  be  more  properly  tried  here  than  in  Scotland^ 
and  although  I  foresee  much  expense  and  inconvenience 
that  will  arise  from  this  double  litigation,  still  I  think, 
that  I  am  bound  to  treat  the  present  existing  action  as 
substantially  that  which  the  House  of  Lords  has  de- 
cided ought  to  continue,  and  that  I  am  bound,  as  far  as 
possible,  to  reinstate  the  Defendants  in  the  position  in 
which  they  would  have  been  if  the  injunction  had  never 
been  granted. 

I  shall  therefore  refuse  this  motion,  but  I  shall  do  so 
without  costs,  making  the  costs  of  it  costs  in  the  cause. 

I  have  not  thought  it  desirable,  although  I  have  read 
it  and  carefully  considered  the  matter,  to  follow  the 
Counsel  through  the  minute  criticism  and  dissection  of 

the 
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1865. 


In  re  THE  MANCHESTER,  SHEFFIELD,  &c. 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Ex  parte  THE  COR- 
PORATION OF  SHEFFIELD. 


Nm.  24. 


Aleueboldin-    A    PART  of  the  real  estate  of  the  Corporation  of 
terett  ii  an       J\.     Sheffield  had  been  taken  by  the  above  Railway 


(f 


ucum- 

brance"  with-  Company,  and  other  part  by  a  Waterworks  Company, 

in  the  69th  r      H  c  .u  -  r  a  ^  ^,'  Za 

fectionofthe  '^^  ^^^  purposes  of  their  respective  undertakmga^  and 

Lands  ClauMs  the  purchase  moneys  had  been  paid  into  Court. 

Coniohdation  ^  j  r 

Act 

smt^tiwc£  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^®^  '^°^^  ^^  ^^^  Corporation  of  Sheffield 
the  Lands  was  subject  to  two  long  leases  of  ninety-nine  years, 
tolidaSon  Act,  grafted  by  the  corporation  in  1798.  It  was  proposed 
the  promoters  to  buy  up  these  leasehold  interests,  which  were  bene- 
to  pay  the        filial  ones,  by  means  of  the  moneys  in  Court,  and  a 

costs  incurred    petition  was  presented  for  that  purpose, 
bv  the  apphca-  '^  ^  *^     ' 

tion  of  their 

EI![no^«o.  The  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  (8  &  9  Vict. 
money  in  pay- 

ingoffanin-  c.  18,  s.  69)  authorizes  the  application  of  the  money  to 
other  parts  of    ^^^  discharge  of  any   "incumbrance**   affecting   other 

the  estate  of      lands  settled  to  the  same  uses  as  the  land  taken,  or  in  the 
the  owner. 
Moneys  paid  purchase  of  other  lands;  and  the  80th  section  regulates 

into  Court  by    ^y^^  costs  payable  by  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking, 
panies,  under 

Clauses^ Con-  ^^'  ^^^^^^^  >"  support  of  the  petition.  Though, 
solidation  Act,  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  the  money 
paid  out  on  cannot  be  invested  in  leaseholds,  Ex  parte  Macaulay  (a), 
[PJ^^f^  yet  it  may  be  applied  in  obtaining  a  surrender  of  a  lease, 
which  is  an  incumbrance  within  the  act.  He  referred  to 
Re  Cheshunt  Col  lege  (6),  and  to  Re  Cann[c),  as  decisions 

on 

(fl)  23  Law  J.,  Ch.  815.  (c)  15  Jur,  3. 

(6)  1  Jur,,  N,  5.,  995. 
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on   the  act  as  to  copyholds.    Secondly,  he  argued  that       1866. 

the   companies  ought  to  pay  all  the  costs  of  the  pro-      ^"^^^/^^ 
1-  In  re  The 

ceeding.  Manchb«tb», 

Sheffield, 
&c«  Rail  way 
IMr.  C.  C.  Barber  and  Mr.  G.  W.  Collins,  for  the  two     Company, 

oompanies  respectively,  relied  on  Ux  parte  the  Earl  of  ^''"^    i 

JETtMTdwicke  (a),  as  deciding  that  upon  the  purchase  of    SHErriBLn, 

IcLnd  by  a  railway  company,  the  company  are  not  liable 

t,€y   pay  the  costs  caused  by  the  application  of  the  pur- 

oliase-money  in  paying  off  an  incumbrance  upon  the 

la^nd. 


7%e  Mabtbb  of  the  Rolls. 

1  think  that  this  is  an  incumbrance  affecting  the  land 
^thin  the  act. 

The  act  specifies  certain  costs  which  are  to  be  allowed, 
and  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England,  in  Ex  parte  the 
Earl  of  Hardwicke,  thought  himself  bound  to  follow 
the  act.  I  cannot  distinguish  these  two  cases,  and  I 
am  also  bound  to  follow  it  It  is  not  necessary  to 
send  the  matter  to  the  conveyancing  Counsel,  because 
the  title  is  that  of  the  corporation  itself.  The  costs 
merely  of  obtaining  the  fund  out  of  Court  must  be 
psud  by  the  companies,  and  they  must  be  apportioned 
between  them  in  proportion  to  their  purchase-moneys. 

(a)  17  Law  J.,  CA.  422. 
Note.— Sec  In  re  Yeata,  12  Jw.  279. 
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Re  STANTON  IRON  COMPANY, 
and 

N(m.  24  and  Re  WINDING-UP  ACTS. 

26. 

Two  traders,  T^^  ^^  indenture,  dated  13th  November,  1849,  and 
b^'lSra!^"  rntide  between  Benjamin  Smith  find  JosiahTiimnL 

•igned their  Smithf  trading  under  the  name  of  "Benjamin  Smitl^^" 

nte  estate  to  ^"^  Son/'  and  partners  in  the  Stanton  Iron  Works,  ot"  ^= 


f 


trustees,  to        the  first  part ;  Francis  Satidars,  John  Thompson.  Jami 

carry  on  the 

business  for      Haywood,  the  petitioner  David  Wheatcroft,  and  Samue^^^ 

thei^c'I^iif  ^«'*^''  C'ox,  of  the  second  part;  and  the  said  Jokm^ 
parties  to  the  Thompson,  James  Haywood,  David  Wheatcroft,  anc:^ 
ih*e"sui^  ^'^^  several  other  persons,  &c.  whose  names  were  ser  ^ 
plus  to  the  forth  in  the  schedule  thereunder  written,  and  who 
trustees  accor-  D&n^es  were  thereunto  subscribed,  (being  the  joint  anc^  J^^ 
^'"«Jy  ?*"?^  separate  creditors  of  the  Smiths;)  of  the  third  part,  ths^  ^=* 
ness,  under  the  Smiths,  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  their  creditors  as- 
comMny  until  ^^^  ^^  ^^^y  could,  assigned  to  the  parties  thereto  of  th^ 
it  became  em-  second  part,  thereinafter  called  the  trustees,  all  th» 
Held,  that  lands,  iron  stone,  coal,  charcoal  or  fire  clay,  and  her 
such  a  com-  ditaments  comprised  in  a  lease  to  them  for  twenty-on* 
within  the  pro-  vears  ffoQi  the  27ih  April,   1846,  and  all  other  th- 

TisitMis  of  the     lands,   tenements,  terms  of  vears,  hereditaments  an^  m^-^ 
Tvm.Ung-up  '  '  •  _ 

Acts.  pretuises  of  or  to  which  they  or  either  of  them  wer**"^^ 

be  Mrtne«"*^  f>ossessed  or  entitled,  and  all  machinery  in  trade,  goods^ss- 
towards  the       household  furniture,  and  all  other  the  estates  and  eflfects-^^   ' 
being partnere  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  of  them,  upon  the  trusts- 
•j**^i1^*t'  ^'^c"'^'"»^l^^r  expressed.    These  were  very  numerous,  and5 
ttffjbepart-     in  some  respects,  peculiar.     Among  other  things,  the 
S^NMelirMr'     trustees  were  to  pay  the  separate  creditors  of  each  oui 
*jra»«Jin-      of  his  separate  property,  and  apply  the  surplas  tbereo 
pliJ^iente        <^s  joio^  property.     The  trustees  were  then  directed  tc^ 
oTibt  gel/ 
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sell   such  parts  of  the  joint  property  as  should  not  be        1855. 
necessary  to  carry  on  the  business,  and  dispose  of  the      ^'^'>^^^ 
money  to  arise  from  the  sale  as  part  of  the  gross  income      Stantoh 
of  the  business ;  to  continue  and  carry  on  the  business  '"*"  Company 
under  the  name  and  style  of  "  The  Stanton  Iron  Com-    Windino-up 
pany,"  and  to  use  and  employ  the  works  and  the  joint        Acts. 
property  for  that  purpose ;  to  procure  new  or  renewed 
leases  of  any  parts  of  the  business  property  held  under 
lease ;  to  insure  any  parts  of  the  business  property ;  to 
erect  such  buildings,  works,  machinery,  &c.  as  they 
might  think  necessary  for  the  business;  to  sell  iron 
then  or  thereafter  to  be  manufactured ;  to  employ  such 
managers,  agents,  &c.,  at  such  salaries,  &c.  as  they 
might  think  fit ;  to  pay,  out  of  the  gross  income  of  the 
husiness,  the  rents  reserved  on  the  leases,  the  interest 
due  on  the  mortgages  and  incumbrances,  and  all  costs 
and  expenses  relating  to  the  business,  and  to  pay  the 
i^t  residue  among  all  the  creditors  of  the  Smiths,  parties 
thereto,  in  rateable  proportions,  according  to  the  amount 
of  their  respective  debts. 

And  the  trustees  were  empowered,  and  at  the  request 

of   two  or  more  creditors  to  the  amount  of  3,000/. 

'Quired,  to  call  meetings  of  the  joint  creditors,  the 

'^^jority,  in  value,  of  whom  present  at  such  meetings 

^>Sht  make,  alter,  add  to,  or  diminish  from  the  trusts 

•>>ci   powers  therein  contained,  and  make  rules,  orders 

^^  directions  as  to  the  continuance  or  future  manage- 

^^Ht  of  the  business ;  and  if  the  discontinuance  of  the 

o'iainess  should  be  directed,  it  should  be  discontinued 

^^     accordance   with   such   direction,  and  the  trustees 

•nouU  wind  up  the  affairs,  and  apply  the  proceeds  thereof 

^^    payment  of  the  debts,  contracts,  engagements  and 

"••l^ilities  of  the  business  incurred  by  the  trustees,  and 

^f   the  costs  of  the  management  of  the  business,  and 

?^^  the  clear  residue  to  the  creditors  rateably.    And 

after 
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1866.       after  payment  of  the  debts  of  all  the  creditor*  ei 

*''^^^^-^      to  the  benefit  of  the  deed,  the  trustees  were  to  b< 

Re 
Stamton      ^^^^  parts  of  the  trust  estates,  &c.  as  should  be 

Iron  Company  posed  of  in  trust  for  the  Smiths.    The  trustees  wei 

and  jRe        "^ 
WiNDiwo^up   to  keep  proper  books  of  account  relating  to  the 

AcTi.        jj^gg^  which  were  to  be  open  to  the  creditors  for  ii 

tion  and   examination.     The   trustees   were  als^ 

powered  to  compromise,  refer  to  arbitration,  and 

pound  debts  not  exceeding    100/.,    and   to  pa; 

creditor  in  full  whose  debt  was  less  than  102. 

was  also  a  special  clause  of  indemnity  to  the  tri 

in  respect  of  the  conduct  of  the  business,  and  a  oo^ 

by  the  creditors,  parties  thereto,  to  accept  the  pro 

thereby  made  in  full  satisfaction  of  their  claimt 

there  was  a  power  to  appoint  new  trustees. 

The  deed  was  executed  by  the  Smitksy  the  tn 
fourteen  separate  creditors  of  the  Smilhsy  and  om 
dred  and  seven  joint  creditors,  whose  debts  amc 
to  upwards  of  57,000/. 

Previous  to  the  date  of  the  deed,  the  property  • 
Smiths  w^s  subject  to  four  mortgages  of  large  an 
one  of  which  was  due  to  James  Hayward  the  trui 

The  Stanton  Iron  Company  was  carried  on,  and 
provisions  of  the  deed,  from  the  date  thereof  (184 
•/•mr,  1855,  when  the  works  were  taken  possession 
John  Sell  Crompton,  one  of  the  mortgagees. 

The  petition  alleged,  that  the  petitioner  David  H 
croft  and  Samuel  ^^ulker  Cox  never  took  an  activ 
in  the  management  of  the  busines^^,  which  was  ma 
by  ihe  other  three  trustees,  and  not  at  all  succes 
two  of  the  thnje  even  becoming  considerably  inc 
to  the  company.    That  during  their  management. 
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were  various  actions  and  suits  by  the  incumbranoers  to       1855. 

recover  their  respective  debts,  and  ultimately  the  whole      ^^^'^^ 
€x>ncern  was  taken  possession  of  by  Mr.  Crompton,      Stawov 
^when,  as  the  petition  alleged,  the  company  was  vir-  IwH*  CowfMiy 
tually  dissolved,  and  the  business  carried  on  For  the    Wihdiho-up 
purpose  only  of  winding  up  the  affairs;  and  various        ^^''^ 
actions  having  been  brought  against  the  petitioner,  by 
creditors,  to  recover  their  debts,  he  presented  the  present 
petition  to  obtain  an  order  for  winding  up  the  company 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Winding-up  Acts. 

Mr.  a.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cairns^  in  support  of  the 

petition.    The  Winding-up  Amendment  Act  (12  &  13 

^^ct.  c.  108)  extends  the  provisions  of  the  Winding-up 

-A^ct  (11  &  12  Vict.  c.  46)  to  all  partnerships,  associations 

ftnd  companies,  consisting  of  not  leas  than  seven  persons, 

^^oept  railway  companies.    Here  the  trustees  are  only 

^^^    in  number,  and  therefore  if  they  alone  are  to  be 

codAidered  partners  in  the  business,  the  company,  in  this 

^^^e^  is  not  within  the  act.     But  the  substance  of  the 

^^ed  is,  that  these  trustees  are  to  be  directors  of  the 

^^>3aipany,  and  the  creditors  the.  shareholders,  and  an 

^|>|>ropriation  of  the  profits,  by  way  of  dividend,  is  pro- 

vidod  for.    The  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  was  de- 

»tj-c>3fed  on  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  it  is  therefore 

^  Company  within  the  Winding-up  Acts.   There  is  a  great 

^^A^DCtion  between  common  composition  deeds  and  the 

pi'e^ent  one;  the  business  had  previously  been  carried 

^^   under  the  firm  of  Benjamin  Smith  and  Sons;''  but 

^l>oii  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  by  its  provisionSj 

^«^%  designation  was  changed  and  the  concern  took  a 

'^^^^^  name,  viz.  '*  The  Stanton  Iron  Works  Company,'^ 

Bi^cl  it  was  held  out  to  the  world  as  a  totally  new  con- 

^**^.  Then  the  partnership  so  constituted  contempli^t^d 

th^  procuring  of  new  or  renewed  leases,  the  erection  of 

V**ildings,  machinery,  &c.,  the  sale  of  iron  thereafter  to 

be 


168  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1855.       be  maDufactured ;  and  the  trustees  were,  by  the  pro- 

^^^^*^^       visions  of  the  deed,  empowered  to  carry  on  the  busi* 

Stanton       °^^  ^"^  ^^  ^^'  ^^^^  necessary  for  that  purpose,  as  full] 

Iron  Company  as  if  they  had  been  solely  interested  therein ;  and  th< 

WiNoiNo-up   question  of  partnership  is  only  one  of  principal  am 

Acts.        agent.   There  is  also,  in  the  deed,  a  provision  for  winding 

up  the  concern,  after  a  general  meeting  of  the  creditor 

duly  convened,  and  a  direction  given  by  them  for  it 

being  wound  up.    There  is  also  a  power  for  the  majority 

at  a  general  meeting,  to  alter,  add  to  or  diminish  tbi 

powers  and  trusts  for  the  general  benefit  of  the  creditors 

and  until  such  alteration  should  be  made,  the  basines 

was  to  be  carried  on  according  to  the  provisions  of  th 

deed.   [7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. — But  when  the  debt 

were  paid  it  would  stop]     Yes ;  the  Smiths  might  thei 

step  in  and  say,  ^*  the  objects  of  the  deed  have  bee 

accomplished,  the  profits  have  paid  off  all  the  crediton 

and  we  require  a  transfer  of  the  residue  of  the  trus 

property."    The  maximum  amount  of  profits  that  ca 

be  realized  under  the  trusts  is  no  doubt  defined,  and  s 

far  the  partnership  may  be  said  to  be  limited  ;  but  ths 

is  not  material,  for  it  is  admitted,  that  if  there  shoul 

be  no  profits,  the  debts  would  not  be  paid,  and  therefoi 

there  could  be  no  surplus  to  transfer.     The  question  ii 

whether  this  is  within  the  Winding-up  Acts?  that  agai 

depends  on  the  question,  is  it  a  partnership?  and  it  is  cles 

it  is ;  for  the  parties  are  interested  rateably  in  the  asset 

and  are  subject  to  the  liabilities,  until  they  have  been  pai 

20s,  in  the  pound.   The  sum  realized  or  applicable  to  sue 

payment  is  a  profit,  and  the  parties  are  interested  in  i 

and  that  is  a  partnership.     One  of  the  parties  has  suf 

^^^^  tained  an  injury  by  being  sued,  and  is  liable  still  to  b 

^^^|k-  further  sued ;  he  comes  to  this  Court  for  contributioi 

I^^^Ht!  under  the  provisions  of  the  Winding-up  Acts,  and  it  i 

^^^^ft  submitted  he  is  entitled  to  relief.    They  cited  Owen  ^ 

1 
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Bocfy(a);    Janes   v     Whitbread{]b)\    Coates  v.    Wil-       1866. 

HatmM  (c);  In  re  The  German  Mining  Company  {Stone's      ^'^^^^^ 

.  Re 

CJtae)  Cd).  Stanton 

Iron  Company 
and  Re 
IVIr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  C  Hall,  contra,  were  not  heard.    Wnfoiifo-uY 

Acts. 

The  Mabtbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think,  at  present,  that  this  case  is  not  within  the 
operation  of  the  Winding-up  Acts,  and  I  consider  it  a 
Bpeculative  attempt  to  obtain  contribution  through  the 
provisions  of  those  acts.  I  will  read  the  deed  before 
•rearing  the  other  side. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Nov.  26. 

I    am  of  opinion,  that  I   cannot  make  the  order 
^hicli  is  asked,  and  that  this  is  not  a  case  within  the 
*^tute  at  all.    The  question  really   is,   whether  the 
*««d  of  the  13th  of  November,  1849,  constituted  a 
Partnership  between  the  parties  thereto,  so  as  to  bring 
^^  'within  the  provisions  of  the  Winding-up  Acts.     I 
wve  two  things  to  consider, — the  relation  in  which 
^*Je  parties  to  the  deed  stand  to  each  other,  and  their 
elation  to  third  parties.     There  can  be  no  doubt,  that 
persons  may  be  partners  towards  the  world,  and  yet 
^ot  be  partners  as   between   themselves.     This  is  a 
^ery  common  case,   and   everybody   is  familiar   with 
^au^h  V.  Carver  (e),  a  leading  case  on  this  subject, 
fiut   on  the  other  hand,   persons   who  are   partners 
*^ween  themselves,  are  necessarily  partners  as  re- 
spects 

nl  ?  ^<^  *  ^l'  28.  (d)  ZDeG.i  Sm.  120, 220. 

Y(  U  C.  B.  Rep.  406.  (e)  2  H.  BL  235. 

(0  7  Etch.  Rep.  205. 
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1856.       spects  the  public.     Now  it  appears  that  this  deed  do  ' 
^"^^^^^      not  constitute  a  partnership  between   the  parties  wl 
Stanton      ^^^®  executed  this  deed,  but  it  is  a  deed  for  the  benef^fc  "^^ 
Iron  Company  of  the  Messrs.  Smiths,  rather  than  for  that  of  the  crt=— ^'  — 
WiNDiNo-up    ditors.     The  surplus  profits  and  the  residue  of  the  tru^^ 
^cT8.        estate  are  treated  as  the  property  of  the  Messrs.  Smiths  — ^^h 

the  persons  executing  the  deed  of  the  third  part  ar 

not  held  out  to  the  world  as  partners,  or  as  havini^^^a 
anything   to  do  with  the  business  or  the  partnershi[^^_  ^ 
and   I  see  no  ground  for  supposing,  that  they  coulcT^    ^r 
under  any  circumstances,  be  held  personally  liable  to      ^ 
the  creditors  in   respect  to   the  management  of  the         J 
business.     What  you  have  to  consider  in   a  case  of 
partnership  is,  what  is  the  proportion  of  capital  and 
labour  which  is  introduced  or  contributed  by  each  of 
the  partners,  and  what  is  the  proportion  in  which  the 
profits  or  dividends  are  to  be  divided  amongst  them  ? 

I  will  assume  that  the  argument  of  the  Petitioner 
is  right,  namely,  that  the  proportion  of  stock  or  capital 
contributed  is  represented  by  the  amount  of  the  debt 
of  each  party ;  but  I  will  suppose  (which  I  think  is  a 
proper  way  of  testing  it),  that  this  was  a  business 
newly  estarblished,  and,  instead  of  debts  forming  the 
capital  or  stock,  that  the  creditors,  who  were  parties 
of  the  third  part,  had  advanced  the  respective  sums 
of  money  which  now  stand  opposite  their  respective 
names  in  this  deed,  that  is,  about  50,000/.  Suppose 
they  advanced  these  sums  of  money  to  certain  other 
persons,  five  in  number,  to  establish  and  carry  on  a 
business  on  this  condition  : — that  out  of  the  profits  they 
shall  be  repaid  the  sums  which  they  have  advanced 
simply,  and  that  then,  the  business  and  the  whole  surplus 
profits  shall  be  transferred  and  belong  to  certain  third 
parties.     Could  it  be  said,  that  this  was  anything  more 
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than  a  mere  loan  for  the  purpose  of  establishiDg  a  part-  1855. 

neTsbip?     If  I  were  to  hold  that  persons  were  partners  ^-^n*^^ 

under  snch  circumstances,  it  would  hardly  be  possible  Stamtoh 

for  anyone  to  advance  money  to  a  partnership,  to  be  ^^^  Compmny 

repaid  out  of  the  profits,  without  making  themselves  Wimdiiio-up 

partners ;    but  such  a  case  is  not  a  partnership,  and  ^^""^ 
possesses  none  of  the  properties  of  a  partnership,  of 
which,    indeed,   the  ordinary  test    and    criterion  are 
waating. 

Undoubtedly,  there  are  a  great  many  cases  of  con- 
siderable nicety  and  difficulty  in  the  consideration  of 
^hat  constitutes  a  partner,  such  as  those  in  which 
parties  are  to  be  paid  an  annuity.  There,  if  their  an- 
nuity varies,  that  is,  rises  and  falls  in  proportion  to  the 
greatmr  or  less  amount  of  the  profits,  they  will  then 
t^ocome  paitners,  because,  they  not  only  get  a  share 
^^  the  profits,  but  the  share  varies  in  proportion  to  the 
^uctuatioa  of  the  profits.  But  in  the  present  case,  the 
^fference  in  the  rate  of  the  profits  realized  from  time  to 
^<ne  affects  these  persons  no  more  than  this : — that  it 
^"■^kes  the  period  of  repayment  of  tlieir  loan  earlier  or 
'^ter ;  for  though  they  are  to  be  paid  out  of  profits,  they 
^^H  not  get  anything  beyond  the  exact  amount  they 
^^%nced,  whatever  may  be  the  rate  of  profits,  assuming 
*^  concern,  of  course,  to  produce  profits.  This  is  the 
^^ioary  test  in  a  question  of  partnership,  becaulse  the 
^^t,  that  a  loan  is  to  be  paid  out  of  profits,  does  not 
^^ke  the  lenders  partners,  unless  you  establish  the  fact, 
*^t  they  take  a  proportionate  rate  of  the  profits  as 
^^h.  I  find  it  exceedingly  difficult  to  look  at  this  in 
^^y  possible  view  in  which  they  could  be  made  partners, 
^rtainly,  the  having  a  right  to  look  at  the  books  and  the 
accounts,  and  to  see  how  the  works  are  carried  on,  or 
even  to  give  advice,  does  not  constitute  a  man  a  partner, 

because 
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1856.       because  a  person  may  make  a  loan  to  a  partnership, 

''^"^^'^^      and  stipulate  that  this  right  shall  form  an  express  con- 

Stanton      dition  upon  which  he  advances  his  money  to  the  part- 

Iron  Company  nership.    Whether  it  is  only  the  principal,  or  both  prin- 

WiNDiNo-ur   cipal  and  interest,  that  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  profitSj 

^^^**        is  immaterial,  it  does  not  make  him  a  partner :  it  may 

be,  that  the  profits  may  not  be  sufficient  to  pay  him  foi 

ten  years,  and  the  fact  of  their  being  greater  or  less 

does  not  make  him  any  the  more  a  partner. 

The  result  is,  that,  in  my  opinion,  it  would  be  wholly 
impossible  for  me  to  hold  (which  I  cannot  find  has  ever 
been  held  in  any  case  hitherto  decided),  that  the  cre- 
ditors who  have  executed  this  deed  of  the  third  part 
are  constituted  partners,  and  liable  to  contribute  to  the 
losses  of  the  concern,  which  have  been  incurred  by 
those  persons  who  have  been  carrying  on  the  busiQeas. 

The  only  case  to  which  I  was  referred,  in  which  it 
was  pretended  that  any  principle  of  this  sort  was  esta- 
blished, was  the  case  of  Owen  v.  Body  (a),  where,  un- 
doubtedly, there  was  a  trust  for  carrying  on  business 
very  similar  to  the  present.  There  two  persons,  whc 
had  not  executed  the  deed,  issued  execution  against  the 
property  assigned,  on  the  ground  that  the  deed  was  a 
nullity.  The  question  was,  whether  it  was  a  good  as- 
signment ?  and  the  Court  held  that  it  was  not.  Lord 
Denman  says, "  on  consideration  we  think,  that  upon  the 
second  ground  of  objection,  this  assignment  was  nol 
good.  The  deed  imposed  such  terms  as  might  have 
constituted  a  partnership  among  the  persons  executing 
it,  and  those  were  terms  to  which  creditors  were  noi 
bound  to  submit.    The  assignment,  therefore,  was  in 

valid.' 

(a)  5  Ad.  4-  EU.  28. 
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y&lid.''    Now  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  all  that  was  de-       1865. 
cided   in  that  case  was,  that  the  assignment  was  in-      ^-^^^^^ 
mlid^  and  if  that  case  applied  to  the  present,  it  would      Stamton 
decide  nothing  more  than  that  this  deed  is  invalid ;  but  ^^^  STrv*"^ 
it  certainly  does  not  decide  that  any  valid  or  legal  part-    Windimq-up 
nersliip  was  constituted  by  reason  of  that  deed  being        ^*^"' 
executed.     I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  subsequent  cases, 
to  Mrhich  I  was  referred,  shew,  that  the  opinion  would 
be,  that  these  persons  would  not  thereby  be  constituted 
partners,  and  that  a  subsequent  creditor  of  the  concern 
could  not  have  sued  any  one  of  those  persons  who  were 
parties  to  the  deed  of  the  third  part,  and  could  not  have 
iQade  them  liable  for  any  contract  entered  into  by  the 
five  persons  who  carried  on  the  business. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  after  considering  the 
"^tijii^  of  this  deed,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Winding- 
^P  ^cts,  that  this  is  not  a  partnership  within  the 
I'^^^Ding  of  those  statutes,  and  that  this  is  not  a  case 
^*^  ^^"hich  I  can  make  a  winding-up  order,  for  the  pur- 
P^^^^  of  enforcing  contribution  between  these  parties. 

Xt  is  obvious  to  me,  that  the  real  ground  for  this 

Implication  was  this,   that  the   parties  have  taken  a 

^x&e  as  if  they  belonged  to  a  company,  calling  them- 

^^Ives,  "  The  Stanton  Iron  Company,"  as  though  they 

^^ere  a  joint-stock  company ;  but  that  is  the  only  re- 

^^^mblance  which  the  case  bears  to  a  partnership,  and  on 

^^hich  it  is  sought  to  involve  the  persons  who  executed 

^^1)6  deed  of  the  third  part,  and  bring  them  within  the 

^^bding-up  Acts.    No  doubt,  the  five  persons  who 

^^2arried  on  the  business  are  liable  to  the  public ;  but,  as 

^^-egards  the  other  parties,  they  are  merely  cestuis  que 

^^k$t  under  a  deed,  the  limited  purpose  of  which  was  to 

^'^Miy,  not  a  proportion  of  profits,  but  a  certain  fixed  sum 

of 
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of  money  out  of  the  partnership  property,  and  then  to 

pay  the  remainder  over  to  the  Smiths,  to  whom  the 

STiufTov      business  originally  belonged.      The  petition   must  be 

Iron  Comimny  dismissed  with  costs, 
and  Ke 

WiNOlNO-UP 

Acts. 


Nov,  6  and  ^n  re  MORSE'S  SETTLEMENT. 

Dec.  4. 
A  trust  fund  C^^  ^^^  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  E.  M.  Morse  in 
VJ8 limited,  V./  February ,  1815,  Mrs.  Morses  fortune,  consisting 
of  husband  of  a  sum  of  money  bequeathed  to  her  by  her  father's 
fn  defauhof^  ^^^''  ^^^  ^"  P^*^*  payable  on  her  mother's  death,  and  a 
appointment,  sum  of  stock  belonging  to  Mr.  Morse,  were  vested  in 
dren  equally  ^^istees,  upon  trust,  as  to  both  funds,  for  the  husband 
to  be  a  vested  and  wife  successively  for  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the 
and  to  be  paid,  Survivor,  as  to  the  wife's  fund,  upon  trust  for  all  or  any 

transferred  or    ^f  ^hg  children  of  the  marriage,  as  the  husband  and 

assigned  to,  .  . 

sons  at  twenty-  wife  by  deed,  or  the  survivor  by  deed  or  will,  should 

dau'hters^at  ^PF^i^t;  ^^d  as  to  the  husband's  fund,  upon  trust  for 
twenty-five  or  all  or  any  of  the  children,  as  the  husband  should  by 
benefit  of  sur-    ^^®^  ^^  ^^'^  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  any  such  appoint- 

vivorship  in      ment,  as  to  both  funds,  if  there  should  be  but  one  child 

case  of  death 

under  twenty-   at  the  death  of  the  survivor,  in  trust  for  that  child,  "to 

five,  and,  as  to  jj^  f^,.  ^^j^g  portion  of  such  one  cliild  and  to  be  an  interest 

daughters,  in  »^ 

case  of  being     vested  in  such  only  child,   being  a  son  at   his  age  of 

Held^That  the  twenty-five  years,  and  being  a  daughter  at  her  age  of 

limitation  was    twenty-five  years  or  day  of  marriage" "  and  to 

moteness.  be  paid,  transferred  or  assigned  to  him  or  her  on  or  at 

But  leave      \}^q  same  age,  day  or  time,  if  the  same  happen  after  the 
was  given  to  .  .  . « . 

produce  evi-      decease  of  the  survivor,  the  said,"  (fcc,  but  if  m  the  life- 

dence  that  the  ^j^^  ^f  ^j^^  ^^jj  ^^    ^i^^^^  immediately  after  the  decease 

intention  ot  '        '  •' 

the  parties        of  the  survivor,  and  if  there  should  be  two  or  more  such 

out,  and  to       children,  then  both  funds  were  "  to  be  divided  between 

have  the  set-     or  among  them  in  equal  shares  or  proportions,  and  the 

tlement  reo-         ,  ,  o        ^      n   y  i     n  i 

tified.  share  or  shares  or  such  ot  them  as  shall  be  a  son  or  sons 

to 
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to    be  an  interest  vested  or  interests  vested  in  him  or        1855. 
them  respectively  at  his  or  their  age  or  respective  ages 
of  twenty-five  years,  and  the  share  or  shares  of  such  of 
them  as  shall  be  a  daughter  or  daughters  to  be  an  in- 
terest vested  or  interests  vested  in  her  or  them  respec- 
tively at  her  or  their  age  of  or  respective  ages  of  twenty- 
five  years,  or  day  or  respective  days  of  marriage,"  "  and 
U>    be  paid,  transfered  or  assigned  to  him,  her  or  them, 
f^spectively,  on  or  at  the  same  ages,*'  &c.,  respectively. 
And    after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  husband  and 
^ife,  and  in  case  of  there  being  more  than  one  child, 
*  3-iici  any  of  them,  being  a  son  or  sons,  shall  die  under 
ttk^    age  of  twenty-five  years,  or  being  a  daughter  or 
d^iagbters,  shall  die  under  that  age  without  being  or 
"^•^ing  been  married,  then  and  in  every  such  case,  if 
^^^    appointment  shall  be  made  to  the  contrary,  as  well 
^^^   original  as  the  accruing  share  of  each  and  every 
^'^cih  child,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  not  have  been 
'^•^ssed  or  applied  for  his  or  their  preferment  or  advance- 
'^^^'ai:  in  the  world,  shall  go,  accrue  and  belong  to  the 
® *-a  ^vivors  or  survivor  of  such  children,  and,  so  far  as  cir- 
^^  instances  will  admit,  shall  vest  in  and  be  paid  to  him, 
^*"    or  them"  at  the  same  time  as  the  original  shares. 

*  ^^r  the  usual    provisions  for    maintenance  and   ad- 
V"  ^^ 
^^  ■^oement,  it  was  declared,  that  if  there  should  be  no 

^  *lci  of  the  marriage  who  should  become  entitled  to  the 

^^ci»,  then  the  husband's  fund  was,  on  the  death  of  the 

^*  ^v-ivor,  to  be  transferred  to  his  executors,  and  the  wife's 

^  uch  persons  as  she  should  appoint,  and,  in  default 

Appointment,  to  her  next  of  kin,  as  if  she  had  died 

^^^•^ietate  and  unmarried. 

-A^t  the  death  of  Mrs.  Morse,  there  were  four  children 
^he  marriage,   two  sons,  who  attained  twenty-five 
^^ci    one  of  whom  had  since  died  intestate,  and   two 
^^^^ghters,  both  of  whom  were  married. 

Mr. 


\ 
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1855.  Mr.  and   Mrs.  Morse  made  no  appointmeot  nnder 

^^^^-/^^      their  joint  power ;  but  Mr.  Morse,  since  the  death  of 
Morse's      ^^'  Morse,  had,  at  different  times,  appointed  parts  of  • 

Settlement     the  trust  funds,  and  the  residue  now  unappointed  was  ■ 

775Z.  New  £3  per  Cent.  The  surviving  trustee,  being  ad- 
vised that  the  limitation  in  favour  of  the  children  of  the  « 
marriage  was  void  for  remoteness,  paid  the  residue  into  ^ 
Court  under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act.  Mr.  Morse  now  ^ 
presented  a  petition  praying,  in  the  alternative,  either  -■ 
that  the  principal  of  the  fund  should  be  transferred  to  m^ 
him  or  that  the  dividends  should  be  paid  to  him  for  life.           .^ 

Mr.  Osborne,  in  support  of  the  petition.    The  limita-  — J 

tion  to  the  children  is  clearly  void  for  remoteness,  both  m:M 

as  to   sons  and   daughters,  though   the   limitation  to         «:^: 

the  latter  is  in  the  alternative  on  their  attaining  twenty-  — > 

five  or  being  married.     [The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  —  ^ 

The  limitation  is  void  for  remoteness,  but  the  question  m:m  ^ 

is,  whether  it  is  not  a  case  for  a  rectification  of  the  ^^  ^ 

settlement.     As  to  daughters,  it  was  not  altogether  void,  « -Kz 

for  it  is  to  vest  on  their  marriage,  which  might  be  within  ^m^^  - 

the  proper  limits.]     That  is  so,  but  the  gift  is  to  a  class,  «  ^^ 

and,  as  in  Leake  v.  Robinson  (a),  the  limitation  would  -fc^ 

be  void  as  to  all,  if  invalid  as  to  any  of  the  class.  —  ^^■ 

Here  the  sons  would   be   included,  and,  therefore,  as  ^^ 

they  could  only  take  at  twenty-five,  the  trust  is  void,  ^   ^ 

and  the  father  is  entitled  to  the  residue  remaining  un- 

appointed. 

Mr.  -B.  F.  Smith,  contra.  It  is  forty  years  ago  since 
the  trust  was  created,  and  it  would  now  be  difficult  to 
reform  the  settlement,  except  from  the  recitals  contained 
in  it.     But  it  is  submitted,  that,  according  to  the  true 

construction 

(a)  2  Mer.  364. 
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construction  of  the  settlement,  the  shares  vested  in  the        1855. 
children  at  their  respective  births,  and  "to  be  an  interest      ^"^v*^^ 
"^^8 ted/'  refers  merely  to  the  time  of  enjoyment,  or  of  its      Mor«e'« 
*>eooming  indefeasibly  vested,  so  as  not  to  be  subject     Seitlemcnt, 
^o  te  divested.    Howgrave  v.  Cartier{a).   There  are  two 
^^S€8,  also,  in  which  "vested"  was  held  to  mean  "vested 
'■^defeasibly,"  namely,  Berkeley  v.  Swinburne {b);  Taylor 
^v-    J'robisher{c).     In  the  investment  and  accumulation 
c^I^^nge,  in  this  settlement,  the  words  "  absolutely  vested" 
^»*^  used,  which  shews  what  was  intended,  and  if  nothing 
"^^^sted  till  twenty-five,  the  survivorship  clause  was  un- 
*^^^€?e88ary,  and,  therefore,  "vested"  throughout  must 
XK^^MiD  "indefeasibly  vested." 

Mr.  Osborne,  in   reply.    The  cases  cited   have  no 
T>^^sring  on  the  present  question.     In  Howgrave  v.  Car- 
^i^T  the  whole  turned  upon  the  use  of  the  word  "such," 
^^f^^,  in  Taylor  v.  Frobisher,  the  intention  could  not  be 
^^3.rried  into  effect  without  giving  the  words  the  con- 
struction contended   for.     If  the  intention  here  was  to 
^^st  the  shares  at  the  birth  of  the  children,  no  doubt 
effect  would  be  given  to  it ;  but  there  is  no  indication 
^^  any  such  intention  and  the  language  to  the  contrary 
*®   plain.     If  there  were  even  an  ambiguity,  the  court, 
^hich  leans  to  vesting,  might  then  so  construe  the  settle- 
^^nt,  but  here  there  is  none. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


^"Ite  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I>tc.  4. 

^ftie  question  on  this  petition  was  the  effect  of  the 
settlement,  which  was  in  these  words.  [His  Honor  stated 
^    limitation,']    There  is  a  provision  for  the  advance- 
ment 

C«)3    Ve$.  *  B.  79;    Coop,         (6)  16  5i»i.  275. 
66-  (c)  5  DeG.  *5ifi.  191. 

"Vol.  XXI.  N 
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1855.       ment  and  maintenance  of  the  children  before  their  Bhare^ 
^"^"^^^^      were  payable.    The  question  is,  whether  the  gifts  tm 
Morse's      ^^  children   are  too   remote,   and    I    am  of  opiniota 
Settlement,    that  they  are.     It  was  endeavoured  to  bring  their  case 
within  the  case  of  Howgrave  v.  Cartier  (a),  Berkeley  v 
Swinburne  (A)  and  Taylor  v.  Frobisher  (c),  and  to  main- 
tain, that,  notwithstanding  the  expression  here  used,  the 
vesting  must  be  considered  to  have  taken  place  at  thi 
death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  that  the  words  of  the 
settlement,  referring  to  vesting  at  twenty-five, must  mean 
only  'Mndefeasibly  vested ;  '*  so,  that,  if  any  child  attained 
that  age  and  afterwards  died,  no  gift  over  was  intended 
to  take  effect.     But,  I  think,  that  this  case  is  distinct 
from  and  is  not  governed  by  the  cases  to  which  I  have 
been  referred. 

In  Taylor  v.  Frobisher^  the  testatrix  had  given  10002. 
to  trustees  in  trust  for  Ann  Tayler  for  her  life,  and, 
after  her  decease,  upon  trust  to  pay  1,000/.  unto  and 
between  all  the  children  of  Ann  Tayler,  or,  if  but  one, 
then  to  such  one,  to  be  a  vested  interest  or  interests  on 
their  respectively  attaining  the  age  of  thirty  years ;  but 
then  the  will  went  on  to  say,  that  if  the  child  died  under 
thirty  without  issue,  that  child's  share  was  to  go  to  the 
survivors  and  be  vested  at  the  same  time  as  their  original 
shares.  In  that  case  the  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  James 
Parker  held,  that  the  word  vested  merely  meant  "inde- 
feasibly  vested,"  and  he  did  so  for  this  reason  : — that, 
unless  he  so  held,  it  would  be  impossible  to  satisfy  the  in- 
tention of  the  testatrix,  in  case  one  of  the  children  off  Ann 
Tayler  should  die  under  thirty  leaving  issue,  in  which 
case  it  was  clear,  that  the  testatrix  did  not  mean  the 
share  to  go  over,  and  yet  the  issue  could  only   take 

through 

(a)  3  Ves.  (J-  B,  79.  (c)  5  Dc  G.  4"  Sm.  191. 

(6)  16  Sim,  275. 
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through  the  parent;  he,  therefore,  held,  that  the  gift        1855. 

ov-er  only  was  too  remote  and  not  the  original  gift,  y^'>,^^ 

In  re 

In  Berkeley  v.  Stcinhume{fl\  also,  expressions  were     Seukoieiit 
to    be  found  which  shewed  an  intention  that  the  gifts 
sliotild  vest  immediately  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
lire. 

JSowgrave  v.  Cartier  (&),  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  held, 
tha.t  if  the  words  were  plain  and  unambiguous  they  must 
prc'v^ily  but  (hat,  if  ambiguous,  the  Court  would  infer 
a.  rational  construction.    In  the  case  of  this  settlement, 
I     look  in  vain  for  any  words  creating  an  ambiguity  on 
^^e  subject.     I  think  that  the  words  must  have  their 
■""^S^lv  ttnd  legal  import;  in  fact,  I  think,  that  it  is  only 
t.he  consequences  which  arise  which  could  have  raised  a 
serious  case  for  argument,  and  that,  if  the  words  of  the 
^^^tlen^ent  had  been ''that  the  interests  should  be  vested 
^^  twenty-one"  instead  at  twenty-five,  the  question  never 
^'^oijild  have  arisen.    I  am,  however,  as  I  observed  at 
■^^  hearing  of  this  petition,  strongly  impressed  with  the 
^^*icf,  that  this  a  mere  blunder  in  the  settlement,  and 
^  **^t  it  is  not  framed,  in  this  respect,  according  to  the 
^t^ntions  of  the  parties  to  it.    This  appears  to  me  so 
^5'*'^°8  ^°  ^^^  ^^^^  of  the  settlement,  that  slight  addi- 
io«^g]  testimony  would,  probably,  be  sufficient  to  induce 
^^^  to  believe,  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  it  was 
^^    give  the  children  a  right  to  the  property  settled  as 
I^^^xhasers,  and  not  that  they  should  be  altogether  ex- 
^*^<ied.    I  propose  to  give  the  children  an  opportunity 
^  ^opt  this  course,  if  they  think  it  worth  while,  which 
P^^««bly  it  may  not  be,  as  the  property  has  principally 
*^eii  appointed  by  their  father,  the  Petitioner,  in  their 
''^vour,  which  cannot  now  be  recalled.     I  shall,  there- 
fore, 

(a)  16  Sim.  275.  (b)  3  Vei.  Sf  B.  79. 
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1865. 


In  re 

MoEfl'f 

Settlement 


fore,  make  an  order  in  accordance  with  the  pra 
the  petition,  but  desire  that  it  ahall  not  be  drawn  n 
the  first  seal  after  Hilary  Term,  and  give  all 
liberty  to  apply  in  the  meantime. 


Jtfiiel9. 

A,f  withoat 
•nthority,  told 
a  trott  eiUte 
to  fi.    In  a 
suit  to  reooTer 
the  money 
from  Af  D»f 
who  was  not  a 

examined  as  a 
witness.    A 
suit  was  after- 
wards insti- 
tuted against 
the  representa- 
tives of  B.,  to 
recover  the  es- 
tate itself,  and 
an  order  of 
course  was  ob- 
tained in  it  to 
use  the  depo- 
sitions in  the 
former  suit, 
saving  just  ex- 
ceptions.    It 
was  discharged 
as  irregular. 


HOPE  t;.  LIDDELL.    (No.  2.) 

fyRACE  THOMPSON,  acting  without  autl 
sold  a  trust  estate  to  George  Liddell.  One 
eestuis  que  trust  instituted  a  suit  of  Rackham  ▼.  t 
to  make  her  representatives  liable  for  the  pur 
money,  and  in  this  suit,  George  Liddell,  who  wai 
party  to  the  suit,  was  examined  as  a  witness.  Ol 
the  cestuis  que  trust  instituted  the  present  suit  (J9 
Liddell)  against  the  representatives  of  George  1 
to  recover  the  estate  itself. 

The  Plaintiffs  obtained,  in  this  suit,  an  order  of  c 
whereby  it  was  ordered,  that  the  Plaintiffs  be  at  li 
at  the  hearing  of  this  cause,  to  read  and  make 
the  depositions  taken  in  a  certain  other  suit  of  Rcu 
V.  Siddall,  saving  all  just  exceptions. 

This  order  was  made  upon  a  petition,  stating  tl 
the  year  1848,  a  suit  of  Rackham  v.  Siddall  was 
tuted  in  this  honorable  Court,  in  which  suit  certai 
positions  were  taken,  both  on  the  part  of  the  Pla 
and  Defendants.  That  both  this  suit  and  the  sail 
of  Rackham  v.  Siddall  related  to  the  estates  devis 
the  will  of  William  Spencer,  late  of  the  city  of 
deceased.    That  the  petitioners  were  desirous  to 
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m  this  suit,  the  depositions  taken  in  the  said  suit  of 
Backhnm  v.  SiddalL  The  Plaintiffs  in  the  present  suit 
were  not  parties  to  the  suit  of  Rachham  v.  SiddalL 

The  Defendants  moved  to  discharge  the  order. 

^J*"-  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Amphleit,  in  support  of  the 
motion.    There  are  two  classes  of  cases  in  which  the 
evidence  taken  in  one  suit  may  be  used  in  another;  first, 
where  the  two  suits  are  between  the  same  parties; 
secondly,  where  the  parties  are  different,  but  there  is  a 
<^KniDiinity  of  interest,  as  in  tithe  suits  and  in  suits  to 
establish  a  custom,  in  which  case  it  is  necessary  to  have 
^^^  pleadings  produced,  to  shew  to  what  points  the  evi- 
dence was  directed.    But  where  the  parties  are  different, 
and  have  no  community  of  interest,  such  an  order  as  the 
P^'esent  was  never  heard  of.     If  such  an  order  would  be 
^''scharged  in  the  second  case,  d  fortiori,  would  it  in  the 
toird.    The  only  ground  for  the  application  was  this, — 
that  the  testator  was  examined  as  a  witness  in  Rackham 
^'  Siddall,  and  that  his  representatives  are  bound  by  his 
admissions.     If  that  be  so,  the  order  is  unnecessary, 
"^<^ause  every  confession  or  admission  of  a  party  is  evi- 
dence   against   him    and    those   claiming   under  him, 
whether  it  be  made  in  a  cause  or  otherwise.    The  order 
's  only  necessary  in  order  to  dispense  with  the  necessity 
^«  proving  the  bill  and  answer ;  here  it  directs  that  all  the 
^^positions  may  be  used  ;  and,  therefore,  copies  of  the 
^"hole  of  them  must  be  taken,  which  will  entail  a  very 
^'seless  expense.    It  will  be  said,  that  the  words  "  saving 
*    just  exceptions"  makes  it  unnecessary  to  discharge 
^^   Order,  but  it  will  be  too  late  to  take  the  objection  at 
^    bearing,  when  the  Defendants  have  taken  copies  of 


^^i  e  proceedings,  and  the  expense  has  already  been  in- 

FsPHa); 
Hiffhjield 


^^^^d  and  thrown  away.  They  cited  2  DanieVs  Pr.(a); 


Hope 

0. 
LiDDBLL. 


(a)  Page  433. 
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Highfidd  v.  Peake  (a) ;    Williams  v.  Broadhead  { 
Humphreys  v.  Pensam  (c) ;  Goodenaugh  v.  Alway{c 

Mr.  Burdon,  contra. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  discharged  the  order  ^ 
costs. 


(a)  Moo.  if  M.  109.  (r)  1  Myl.  if  Cr.  580. 

(6)  1  Sim.  151.  (d)  2  Sim.  if  S.  481. 


GOVER  r.  STILWELL. 
Dec.  3,  4. 
AwmoflO/.    TN  this  case, 
it  usually  al-      -L 
lowed,  without        ,^      ,,  -    ,     -r^  -i      •  .    /^ 

taxation,  for  The  MASTER  of  the  RoLLS  said,  that  an  mfles 

^etitl^^'to  ob-  ^"'®'  adopted  by  him,  on  petitions  for  the  transfe 
tain  money  out  funds  to  a  Petitioner  standing  to  his  separate  acco 
of  Court  stand-        j  •        i  •  i  ^i  •   a         ^  j 

inff  to  a  sepa-    ^"^  ^^  which  no  other  person  was  interested,  was,  n< 

rate  account,     order  a  taxation  of  the  costs,  but  to  allow  10/.  to 

and  in  which  ,.   .        <.       i 

no  one  but  the  sohcitor  for  the  costs,  without  taxation. 

Petitioners  are 

interested. 

Mr.  Pole  for  the  Petitioners. 
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1866. 


HOPE  V.  LIDDELL.    (No.  1.) 

^ov.  16, 17, 
LIDDELL  V.  NORTON.  21. 

Btc.S. 

^TL  William  Spencer^  the  owner  in  fee  of  some  lands  a  tniatee  de- 

at  Hull  and  elsewhere,  made  his  will  in  March,  ^^^^  ^ 

1798,  by  which  he  devised  them  to  William  Thompson,  whatsoever 

hia    heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust,  out  of  the  rents,  to  ^^^^ ..  charged 

pay    an  annuity  of  160/.  to  his  wife,  and  to  pay  the  ^^^  *  legacy. 
,  ,  .       ,        ,  ^     ,      .  ,  ./.        r  Held,  that  the 

surplus  rents  to  his  daughter  Catherine,  the  wife  of  trust  estates 

Benjamin  did  not  pas^ 
•^  A  will  was 

inaccurately 
recited  in  a  conTeyance.    Held,  nevertheless,  that  the  purchaser  had  notice  of  the 
'^contents  of  the  will. 

,  When  a  trustee  has  a  power  of  sale  over  real  estate,  with  power  to  give  receipts,  and 
't  u  declared  that  the  purchaser  shall  not  be  liable  for  the  misapplication  of  the 
prchiiae  money,  the  payment  to  the  authorized  agent  of  the  trustee,  even  though  he 
**^»aiit  for  life,  is  not  a  breach  of  trust  or  invalid. 

*^faere  A,,  (a  stranger  to  the  trust,)  assuming  to  exercise  a  trust  for  sale,  conveyi 
u^  estate  to  a  purchaser,  if  this  Court  afterwards  compels  the  nurcbaser  to  restore  toe 
Ij^d  to  the  cestui  que  tru$tt  the  purchaser  will  be  entitled  to  all  the  assistance  which 
™  Court  or  the  cestui  que  trust  could  give  him,  to  recover  from  the  self-constituted 
™^  the  purchase-money  still  in  his  hands,  or  for  which  he  might  remain  liable. 

'n  1 799,  a  testator  devised  an  estate  in  trust  for  his  daughter  and  her  husband 
"*^^^<^Tely  for  life,  with  remainder  to  their  children,  and  he  gave  to  the  trustee 
^  power  of  sale.  The  trustee  died  in  1806,  and  the  trust  descended  on  his  heir  A. 
^Immediately  afterwards,  B.,  acting  without  authority  as  trustee,  sold  the  estate  to  a 
porcha«cr  with  notice,  and  allowed  the  purcliase-money  to  be  received  by  the  daughter's 
jMbanJj.  The  husband  died  in  1837,  and  in  a  suit  instituted  by  one  of  the  children, 
JjV^^tate  was  declared  liable  for  the  purchase- money  in  his  hands.  The  daughter 
^^  in  1845,  and,  in  a  suit  by  her  representatives,  the  estate  of  B.  was  held  Hable 

fi  ^^®  trust-money  to  the  extent  of  the  daughter's  interest  only,  and  relief  was 
h!!d^^  to  the  children,  who  were  DefendanU.  Between  1826  and' 1830  the  children 
^  executed  deeds,  reciting  the  sale,  &c.     In  1851  some  of  them  instituted  a  suit 

Recover  the  estate  itself  from  the  purchaser.  Held,  that  they  were  entitled  to  no 
f^^^f ;  and,  in  a  cross  suit  by  the  purchaser,  the  children  were  decreed  to  make  good 


1799.  Dr.  Spencer  died. 

1806.  William  Thompson  died. 

1807.  Conveyance  by  Grace, 
1821.  Jonas  died. 

1826.  )    Deeds  executed  by 

1830.  S        children. 

1837.  Benjamin  Norton  died. 


1837.  Greene  V.  Norton, 
1 845.  Catherine  Norton  died. 
1816.  Rackhnmy,Siddall, 
1848.  Decrees. 

1850.  Appeal. 

1851.  Ejectment. 
1851.  Hope  v.  LiddeU. 
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1855. 


Hope 

V. 
LiDDBLL. 

LiDDBLL 
V, 

Norton. 


Benjamin  Norton^  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Benjamin 
Norton  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  children  of  Cath- 
erine Norton,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  an 
ultimate  remainder  to  Matthew  Spencer  in  fee. 

The  will  contained  a  proviso,  that  in  case  Benjamin 
Norton  and  Catherine  Norton,  or  the  survivor,  should 
be  desirous  that  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  estates 
should  be  sold,  then  'Uhat  it  should  be  lawful  for 
William  Thompson,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  the  same,  by  and  with  the  consent  and  appro- 
bation of  Benjamin  Norton  and  Catherine  Norton,  or  the 
survivor  of  them,  and  after  payment  of  the  money  to 
arise  by  the  sale,"  to  sign  and  give  receipts  for  the  pur- 
chase-money, which  were  to  be  sufficient  discharges  for 
the  purchasers,  who  were  not  afterwards  to  be  answer- 
able *'  for  any  loss,  misapplication  or  non-application  of 
the  purchase-money  or  any  part  thereof,"  and  should 
hold  the  estates  discharged  of  the  uses,  &c.,  thereby 
declared.  The  testator  then  directed  the  purchase- 
moneys  to  be  laid  out,  either  in  the  purchase  of  other 
hereditaments  or  upon  good  and  sufficient  security  at 
interest,  in  the  name  of  his  trustee ;  and  the  heredita- 
ments were  to  be  conveyed  to  William  Thompson  and 
his  heirs,  to  the  uses  thereinbefore  declared  and  then 
subsisting.  And  the  testator  directed  that  the  principal 
money,  after  the  decease  of  Benjamin  and  Catherine 
Norton,  should  be  equally  divided  amongst  all  such 
child  or  children  as  Catherine  Norton  might  leave  at 
her  decease,  to  be  vested  and  paid  at  twenty-one,  and 
in  default  to  Matthew  Spencer. 


The  testator  died  in  1799.  William  Thompson  ac- 
cepted the  trusts  of  the  will  and  entered  into  possession 
of  the  lands.  He  died  in  1806,  having  made  his  will, 
dated  the  17th  December,  1805,  which  was  as  follows : 

'*  I  give 
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*-  give  and  devise  all  my  real  estates,  whatsoever  and 

^'^^re^oever,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  my  sister  Grace 

^^Ofnpson,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  charged  with 

•     ^'-     to  my  friend  WaUon"     William   Thompson  left 

«/oj9€z«  Thompson^  his  brother  and  heir-at-law,  and  Grace 

-^^^^^^upson,  his  sister  and  devisee,  surviving  him. 

Ick   June,   1806,  Benjamin    Norton  entered   into  a 

^***^t.ten  contract  for  the  sale  of  about  seventy^four  acres 

^^     "the  devised  property,  (which  was  the  estate  in  ques- 

*'^=^»:^     in   this    cause,)   for  6,300/.,   to   George  Liddell. 

^^-^idlell  agreed  to  pay  1,000  guineas  of  the  purchase- 

°^^^»iey  on  demand,  and  secure  the  remainder  by  the 

J^^^^it.  bond  of  himself  and  two  other  persons,  to  be  paid 

^"^    ^lae  expiration  of  three  years,  unless  the  then  present 

^'^^i*   should  not  then  be  ended ;  and  if  the  war  should 

^*^^«.   exist,  then  one-half  only  was  to  be  paid  at  the 

^^I>i  ration  of  three  years,  and  the  other  half  so  soon  as  a 

^^*ii:aitive  treaty  of  peace  should  be  signed,  with  interest 

^^tLil  paid. 


186 


1856. 
Hops 

V. 
LiDDBLL. 

Liddell 

V. 

NoRTOir. 


-A.  conveyance  of  the  lands  was  executed,  dated  the 
_  •'•  ^"t.  of  October,  1 807,  which  was  made  between  Grace 
'^^^€>7np8on  of  the  first  part,  Benjamin  Norton  and  wife 
^^^  ^lie  second  part,  Mr.  Liddell  of  the  third  part,  and 
^^  'tx-ustee  of  the  fourth  part.  It  recited  the  will  of 
^^.f^^^cer,  the  will  of  Thompson  (but  omitting  the  im- 
F^^^i^tJant  words  "charged  with  50/.  to  my  friend  Wat- 
'•^^^^  *0>  by  virtue  of  which  Spencer's  property  had  become 
^^^sted  in  Grace  Thompson  upon  the  trusts  of  Spencer's 
^^*11  ;  that  Grace  Thompson,  in  pursuance  of  the  power 
^^^  sale  in  Spencer's  will,  and  with  the  consent  of  Norton 
^^okd  wite^  had,  "  some  time  ago,"  contracted  w\th  Liddell 
*^^  the  sale  of  the  property  for  6,300/.  It  then  pur- 
F^^^r^ed  to  convey  the  property  in  consideration  of  that 
^^****>  expressed  to  be  paid  to  Grace  Thompson.  A  re- 
ceipt 
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eeipt  for  the  payment  of  the  purchafle-money,  on  tiie^ 
same  day,  was  indorsed  and  sigaed  by  Chace  Tkomp$tnu^ 

It  must  be  here  observed,  that  if,  as  was  held,  the  _ 
trust  estate  did  not  pass  by  the  will  of  William  T^omp* 
son,  this  conveyance  did  not  pass  the  estate  to  Liddell^ 
for  Jonas  Thompson^  the  heir-at-law  of  William  Thomp^ 
son,  w&s  still  living,  and  lived  until  182L 

The  whole  of  the  purchase-money  of  6,300L  was  re- 
ceived by  Beryamin  Norton  at  different  timas,  and  was 
by  him  misapplied,  and  he  gave  Gracs  Tkonquim  a 
bond  of  indemnity  against  the  consequences,  of  ber 
having  allowed  him  to  receive  the  money. 

Benjamin  Norton  died  in  1837,  and  Catherine  bis 
wife  died  in  1846.  Their  children  were  Mr.  WiUiam 
Spencer  Norton,  Edward  Norton,  Georgiana  Seton, 
Mary  Hope  (.the  Piainti£f)  and  Catherine  Greem  (de- 
ceased). 

It  is  now  necessary  to  advert  to  the  different  suits 
which  had  been  instituted  in  this  Court  relative  to  these 
matters. 


On  the  death  of  Benjamin  Norton,  a  suit  of  Greene  v. 
Norton  was,  in  1837,  instituted  by  Greene,  the  husband 
and  representative  of  Catherine,  one  of  the  children,  who 
had  died  in  1826,  to  administer  Norton's  estate  and  to 
make  it  liable  for  the  trust  moneys  received  by  him.  By 
the  decree  (1848),  the  parties  beneficially  interested 
under  Spencer* s  will  were  declared  creditors  of  Benjamin 
Norton  for  6,800/.,  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  trust 
estates  and  received  by  him,  without  prejudice,  however, 
to  their  right  to  resort  to  the  estates  of  the  Thompsons 
or  to  the  estates  sold. 

In 
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In  Jultft  1846|  a  suit  of  Rackham  v«  SiddaU  waa 

instituted  by  the  administrators  of  Catherine  Norton 

against  SiddaU  (the  executrir  of  Chrace  Thompson)  and 

otbersy  and  seeking  to  charge  the  estate   of  Chrace 

ThampsonWiih  the  purchase-money  for  the  trust  estates, 

which  she  had  allowed  Mr.  Norton  to  receive.    In  her 

answer,  filed  in  January,  1847,  Charlotte  SiddaU  denied 

that  ]Mr.  Thompson  left  Chace  Thompson  his  heir-al- 

law.     At  the  hearing  of  Rackham  v.  Siddall,  the  children 

of  Senjamin  Norton  and  wife  supported  the  claim  of 

the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Vice-chancellor  of  England,  on 

^e  ISthof  J«2y,  1848,  held  (a),  that  though  the  trust 

states   had  not  passed  to  Grace   Thompson  by  her 

Other's  will,  yet,  as  she  had  assumed  the  character  of 

^  trustee,  she  incurred  the  responsibilities  of  one,  and  he 

declared  (6),  that  Chrace   Thompson  having  permitted 

^^'Iftxmin  Norton  to  receive  the  6,300/.,  that  sum  ought 

^   be  made  good  out  of  her  assets.    Upon  appeal,  in 

*850,  the  decree  was  varied  by  Lord  Cottenham^  who 

^^^    cf  opinion,  that  the  relief  ought  be  limited  to  the 

interest  of  the  deceased  tenant  for  life,  and  ought  not  to 

®*^^nd  to  the  capital  sum  of  6,300/.  (c).     The  Lord 

^t^a^icellor,  on  that  occasion,  expressed  an  extra  judicial 

^Piriion,  that  the  children,  except  one,  by  their  mode  of 

^^lixig,  had  disentitled  themselves  to  relief  against  the 

'^Pi'esentatives  of  Grace  Thompson  (d).     It  will  be  ne- 

^^^^^ry  to  refer  to  these  acts  hereafter. 

*  o  1851,  after  Catherine  Norton's  death,  the  Plaintiffs 

**^^   others  had  commenced  an  action  of  ejectment  to 

'"^Cover  the  property,  which  had  abated  by  the  death  of 

^^»"^e  Liddell  in  the  same  year ;  and  the  Plaintiffs,  as 

^y  alleged,  were  unable  to  try  their  title  at  law,  in 


1865. 


\^^  16  Sim.  297. 

\^^  16.  306. 

^«^>  See  1  Mac.  4-  G.  620,  and 


consequence 

2  H.  4-  Tw.  54. 

{d)  See  1  Mac.  ^  Cor.  620, 
and  2  H.  4^  Tw.  54. 
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consequence  of  an  outstanding  term  of  600  years^^ 
created  in  1775,  which,  in  1838,  George  Liddell  hacS 
got  surrendered  to  him,  but  which  had  not  mei^d,  h^ 
not  having  any  legal  estate. 

Another  difficulty  apprehended  by  the  Plaintiffs  was^ 
that  if  they  relied  on  a  demise  by  Grace  Thompson  om 
of  her  heir,  her  conveyance  in  1807  would  operate  as  an. 
estoppel. 

The  present  suit  of  Hope  v.  Liddell  was  instituted,  in 
November^  1851,  by  Mrs.  Hope  and  her  mortgagee,  and 
by  Mr.  Chreene  (who  represented  the  daughter  Catherine) 
and  his  mortgagee,  against  the  representatives  of  LiddeU, 
against  Alder,  a  purchaser  of  part  of  the  estate  from 
Liddell,  and  other  necessary  parties. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration,  that  the  Plaintiffs  and 
the  Defendants,  who  were  in  the  same  interest,  were 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  property,  for  the  assign- 
ment of  the  terms,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  their 
being  set  up,  for  the  assistance  of  the  Court  in  trying 
the  right,  and  for  the  delivery  over  of  the  title  deeds. 

The  Defendants  insisted,  that  the  children,  knowing 
the  purchase-moneys  to  be  in  the  hands  of  Benjamin 
Norton,  their  father,  had  recognized  and  adopted  the 
transaction,  and  had  executed  various  deeds,  &c.,  and 
done  various  acts,  shewing  that,  with  full  knowledge 
of  the  receipt  of  the  moneys  by  the  father,  they  had 
sanctioned  and  adopted  the  sale.  The  deeds  so  exe- 
cuted were  as  follows  : — 


On  the  1st  September,  1826,  Edward  Spencer  Norton 
and  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Hope  executed  a  deed,  which 
recited  the  will  of  Dr.  Spencer,  the  birth  of  five  children, 

the 
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the  sale  of  the  property,  and  that  the  purchase-money 
had  been  invested,  "  in  the  name  of  the  trustee  under  the 
said  willy"  on  mortgage  of  the  Bawburgh  estate  be- 
longing to  Benjamin  Norton  (which  last  statement  was 
at  variance  with  the  truth),  and  by  this  deed  they  charged 
with  an  annuity  of  60/., granted  io  Eleanor  Hunter  xn  con* 
sideration  of  600/.,  all  their  shares  in  all  the  money  which 
arose  from  the  sale  of  the  devised  estates  "  and  then 
remaining  in  the  hands  of  Benjamin  Norton^  upon  the 
security  of  a  mortgage  of  his  aforesaid  estate,  or  of  and 
in  all  other  the  estates,  funds  and  securities,  in  or  upon 
"^hich  the  same  money"  should  thereafter  be  placed  out 
or  invested. 


1865. 


On  the  1st  Aprily  1828,  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Hope, 
-^toard  Spencer  Norton,  and  their  sister  Georgiana 
erecuted  a  similar  deed,  with  similar  recitals,  to  secure 
^  annuity  of  72/.  to  a  person  of  the  name  of  Higham. 

On  the  2nd  February,  1829,  a  settlement  was  exe- 
cuted on  the  marriage  of  William  Spencer  Norton 
^*th  Miss  Cooper,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  he  was 
^^titled  to  a  share  in  certain  moneys  which  had  arisen 
^'^^  the  sale  of  certain  lands  situated  in  Yorkshire  and 
^^il,  he  proceeded  to  settle  these  shares  upon  the 
^'"^Bta  of  that  indenture. 


On  the  6th  March,  1830,  a  deed  of  arrangement  was 
^'^tered  into,  between  Edward  Spencer  Norton  and  his 
**^ber.  This  deed  recited  the  will  of  Dr.  Spencer,  the 
S^^Ots  of  the  two  annuities  above  mentioned,  and  by  it, 
"^^toard  Spencer  Norton  assigned  and  transferred  to 
^^  father  all  the  shares  to  which  he  then  was  or  there- 
*^^r  might  become  entitled  to  "  in  the  money  arising 
'[^Oei  the  sale  of  the  hereditaments  and  real  estate  de- 
^^^^d"  by  Dr.  Spencer. 

On 
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Oo  the  20th  ^prt/,  1830,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Seaman 
(formerly  Miss  Georgiana  Spencer  Norton),  executed  a 
mortgage  to  Mr.  Currie  for  1,700Z.,  which  recited  the 
will,  the  sale  of  the  property,  the  investment  of  part  of 
the  money  arising  therefrom  in  lands  at  Bawburgh,  and 
that  ''  the  remainder  thereof  was  now  in  money ;  and 
thereby  her  fifth  of  the  lands  devised,  and  of  the  moneys 
arising  from  the  sale,  and  the  securities  on  which  the 
same  ''are  or  shall  be''  invested,  and  of  the  lands  pur- 
chased was  thereby  conveyed  to  the  mortgagee. 


The  Court  considered,  that  the  evidence  in  the  present 
suit  shewed,  that,  during  the  life  of  Benjamin  Norton^ 
the  family  were  all  awai^  that  the  whole  of  the  property 
derived  from  Dr.  Spencer  had  been  sold,  and  that  the 
purchaseHOdoney  had  been  paid  to  Benjamin  Norton : — 
that  part  of  the  proceeds  had  been  invested  in  the 
purchase  of  the  Bawburgh  estate,  and  that  part  re- 
mained uninvested  in  the  hands  of  their  father. 

After  the  institution  of  the  suit  of  Hope  v.  Liddell, 
the  LiddelU  filed  a  cross  bill,  for  a  declaration,  that, 
under  the  circumstances,  it  was  not  competent  for  the 
children  of  Catherine  Norton  to  dispute  the  validity  of 
the  sale  by  Grace  Thompson  to  George  LiddeU;  that 
they  might,  if  necessary,  execute  a  proper  conveyance 
to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  be  restrained  from  proceeding  to 
eject  them. 

The  two  suits  now  came  on  for  hearing. 


Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Burdon,  for  the  Plaintiffs  in  the 
first  suit.  First,  the  legal  fee  passed  under  the  will  of 
Spencer  to  his  trustee  William  Thompson.  It  did  not, 
however,  pass  to  Grace  Thompson  by  the  general  devise 
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b    JVilBam  Tkomptotes  will;  Rackham  v.  Sidddl{a\ 
but  descended  on  his  beir  at  Iblw,  Jonas  Thompson;  con- 
sequently! the  sale  and  conveyance  by  Chrace  Thompson 
to  Xjhofge  LiddeU  was  nngatory^she  having  no  estate  or 
intevest  whatever  in  the  property,  and  being  a  stranger 
to  the  trusts  and  powers  contained  in  Spencer's  will, 
llie  case  is  similar  to  Hichs  v.  Sallitt  {b),  there  trus- 
tees of  «  will,  under  the  belief  (which  turned  oot  er- 
^neonB),  that  three  allotmentB  had  passed  by  the  will, 
Bold  them  m  1814,  die  Plaintiff's  title  accrued  in  1831, 
be  attained  twenty-one  in  1849,  and  soon  after  filed  a 
bill  claiming  the  three  allotments,  the  Court  made  a 
"decnee  in  his  favour. 


1855. 


Saoondfyi  Oraee  Thompson  professed  to  act  as  a  trus- 
ty and  took  upon  herself  the  duties  and  responsibilities 
^f  that  office.  Tlreafting  the  matter  on  that  basis,  the 
^^  and  the  transactions  connected  with  it  were  a 
B^nifeit  breach  of  trust,  of  which  the  purchaser  had 
"^1  notice.  As  a  trustee,  she  had  no  right  to  delegate 
b^  -authority  to  Benjamin  Norton,  the  tenant  for  life, 
^^  enable  him  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
^^  trust  estate.  In  Mortloch  v.  Bulkr  (c),  Lord  EUon 
^ys  «<  the  most  improvident  course  that  can  be  adopted 
^9  to  entrust  the  tenant  for  life  with  the  execution  of 
BQCh  u  power  as  ihb ;  for  it  is  generally  the  interest  of 
^^  tenant  for  life  to  convert  the  estate  absolutely  into 
^oney^  either  with  a  view  to  sell  another  estate  to  his 
|'***^ily,  or  for  the  ordinary  purpose  of  getting  a  better 
^'^^^oine  during  his  life.'*  The  mode  of  payment  of  the 
P^rcbase-money  was  itself  a  breach  of  trust ;  for,  under 
^  power  to  sell  for  money,  the  trustee  sold  the  estate  for 
^  debt,  postponing  the  payment  to  a  future  contingent 

period, 


rM  16  ^m.  297;   1  Mac  Sc 
^«»'.6l7,aiid2H.4-2\D.44. 


{b)  3  De  G.,  M.  Sf  G.  782. 
(c)  10  Fdt.  808. 
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period^  namely,  a  general  peace,  when  the  funds  would 
be  much  higher.  In  addition  to  this,  the  trustee  allowed 
the  purchase-money  to  be  paid  into  the  wrong*  band, 
and  she  and  the  purchaser,  with  whose  concurrence  and 
assistance  this  was  done,  were,  on  that  ground,  guilty 
of  a  breach  of  trust ;  for  a  trustee  is  not  justified  in 
allowing  the  purchase-money  for  a  trust  estate  to  be 
received  by  any  one  but  himself  (a).  Mr.  Liddell  is 
responsible,  he  having  express  notice  of  the  trust,  and 
participating  in  these  irregular  transactions.  That  he 
had  direct  notice  is  evident;  he  purchased  expressly 
under  the  power  in  Spencer's  will ;  the  conveyance  to 
him  recites  Thompsons  will,  inaccurately  it  is  true,  but 
it  gave  him  notice  of  the  contents,  and  it  became  his 
duty,  as  a  purchaser,  to  investigate  the  title  and  see  that 
the  will  was  accurately  set  forth.  The  conveyance  is 
expressed  to  be  made  for  money  paid  at  the  time,  and 
a  receipt  for  it,  signed  by  Grace  Thompson^  is  indorsed ; 
this  George  Liddell  knew  to  be  false,  and  although  he 
might  not,  upon  the  terms  of  Spencers  will,  have  been 
bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase-money, 
yet, "  when  the  act  is  a  breach  of  duty  in  the  trustee,  it 
is  very  fit  that  those  who  deal  with  him  should  be  af- 
fected by  an  act  tending  to  defeat  the  trust  of  which 
they  have  notice ;"  Balfour  v.  Welland(b).  He  paid  his 
purchase-money  into  the  wrong  hand,  and  therefore 
never  obtained  a  valid  discharge  for  it.  The  bond  of  in- 
demnity at  once  fixes  him  with  full  notice  of  the  breach 
of  trust,  and  the  irregularities  in  the  sale,  for  it  recites 
the  transaction. 


It  will  be  said  by  the  Defendants,  that  they  are  pur- 
chasers for  valuable  consideration ;  secondly,  that  the 

Plaintiffs 


(a)  3  Sugd,  Vend,  (10th  ed.)  157. 


(6)  16  Ves,  151. 
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Pla-intiflTs  are  barred  by  lapse  of  time ;  and  thirdly^  that 
t/ie   TlaiD tiffs  have  adopted  and  acquiesced  in  the  sale. 

The  plea  of   purchaser  for  valuable  consideration 

iwi^lioQt  notice  is  out  of  the  question ,   for  notice   is 

ol^a-rly  brought  home  to  George  Liddell.    To  support 

siiol)  a  defence,  he  must  deny  notice  and  answer  all  the 

ACts  shewing  it,  Jerrard  v.  Saunders  (a),  and  must  shew 

^lifltt  the  vendor  was  or  pretended  to  be  seised;  for  a 

purchaser  from  a  perfect  stranger  can  never  set  up  such 

3.  defence;  Head  v.  Egertonib),     Here,  all  parties  had 

-notice  of  the  bad  title  of  Grace  Thompson^  and  that  she 

liad  no  right  to  act  in  the  trust,  and  even  if  the  purchase 

liad  been  made  under  a  false  representation,  it  must  be 

she^Q,  that  the  falsehood  of  the  fact  asserted  could 

not  have  been  detected  by  reasonable  diligence ;  Jones 

V.  I^owks  (c).     As  to  the  lapse  of  time,  the  Plaintiffs, 

who  were  entitled  in  remainder,  were  not  bound  to  take 

Any  proceedings  until  the  death  of  the  last  tenant  for 

I"<^  in  1845.    At  law,  a  remainderman  cannot  bring 

ejectment  until  his  estate  comes  into  possession,  and  his 

remedy  in  equity  is  analogous ;  The  Duke  of  Leeds  v. 

Lo^   Amherst  (d) ;  Earl  Pomfret  v.  Lord  Windsor  {e) ; 

Phillipson  V.  Gatty  (/).    The  rule  applicable  to  stock, 

asm  Browne  v.  Cross (g),  is  inapplicable  to  real  estate. 

As  to  the  children's  adoption  of  and  the  acquiescence 
in  the  transaction,  two  things  will  be  relied  on,  first  the 
proceeding  in  the  suit  of  Rackham  v.  Siddall,  and 
secondly,  the  deeds  executed  by  the  children.  But  to 
constitute  adoption  and  acquiescence,  there  must  be  a 
fall  knowledge  of  all  the  material  circumstances  ;  and 
it  is  clear, from  the  deeds  themselves,  that  the  children  did 

not 
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(fl)  2  Ve$.jun.  187. 

(b)  3  P.  Wms.  281. 

(c)  3  MvL  if  K.  581. 

{d)  14&m.357;2PAil/.117. 


(0  2  Ves.  sen.  481. 
{/)  7  Hare,  516. 
(g)  14  Beav,  105. 
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not  po(E»e8s  an  accurate  knowledge  of  the  facts.  1 
were  not  aware  that  Oraee  Norton  was  not  a  tra 
and  they  considered  that  the  statement  in  the  d 
was  accurate,  that  the  trust  moneys,  though  in  the  h 
of  Benjamin  Norton,  were  secured  by  a  mortga| 
the  Bawburgh  estate.  The  present  Plaintiffs  wen 
Plaintifis  in  JRackham  v.  Siddall,  and  are  not  boun 
the  extra  judicial  observation  of  Lord  Cottenham  in 
suit  (a)  on  matters  not  in  issue  therein,  founded  on  i 
ments  in  the  Plaintiff's  bill  which  did  not  even  bioi 
Defendants ;  besides,  Lord  Cottenham  never  could 
intended,  that  the  parties  were  bound  by  the  exec 
of  the  deeds  mortgaging  and  dealing  with  the  func 
Catherine  Norton  herself  had  executed  several, 
nevertheless,  her  representatives  obtained  relief  b; 
decree  made  by  Lord  Cottenham  himself.  The  pr 
Plaintiffs  were  held  entitled  to  no  benefit  from 
suit,  and,  therefore,  they  can  never  be  said  to  be  b 
by  or  to  have  adopted  it. 


The  deeds  executed  by  the  children  could  not  o 
any  right  on  the  present  Defendants,  who  were  not 
ties  to  them,  or  relieve  them  from  any  obligation  ;  i 
deeds  were  res  inter  alios  actce;  besides,  they  proceed< 
an  inaccurate  knowledge  of  the  facts,  for  they  all  ass 
that  the  sale  had  been  made  by  some  person  comp 
to  execute  the  trusts,  and  that  the  money  was 
perly  secured  by  mortgage;  both  of  which  facts 
untrue.  Acquiescence  cannot  be  put  higher  th 
release,  and  if  the  present  Plaintiffs  had  actually 
cuted  a  release  to  the  Defendants,  it  would  be  set  t 
upon  its  being  proved  to  have  proceeded  on  at 
accurate  statement  of  the  facts.  If  the  Vice-Chan< 
of  EnglancTs  decree  had  stood,  directing  repaymc 
the  whole  fund,  and  it  had  been  paid  accordingl] 

(fl)  2  H.  ^  Tw.  54. 
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pi'esent  Plaintiffs  might  then  be  precluded  from  going 
Against  the  estate  itself,  but  then  their  claims  would 
have  been  satisfied.     Here  they,  as  yet,  have  received 
nothing,  and  when  Lord  Cottenham  reversed  the  decree 
of  ^he  Vice-Chancellor  of  England,  and  held  that  the 
cbildren  were  not  entitled  to  relief  against  the  repre- 
seotatives  of  Grace  Thompson,  they  immediately  became 
entitled  to  recover  the  estate,  and  they  forthwith  com- 
menced their  action  of  ejectment. 

The  8  &  9  Vici.  c.  112,  was  also  cited  as  to  the  out- 
standing terms. 

IMr.  Toller,  for  a  mortgagee  of  Catherine  Greene's 

sha^Te.    The  equity  of  this  case  is  very  plain.    An  estate 

^    devised  to  parents  for  life  with  remainder  to  their 

^bi  Idren.     On  the  death  of  the  parents,  the  children 

^enaand  the  estate,  which  has  been  sold  by  a  perfect 

s^r^^ujger,  and  they  find  the  purchaser  in  possession  of 

^«^ir  property  without  any  title  whatever.     It  would  be 

^   "^^Dtal  denial  of  justice,  if  the  Court  were  to  refiise  its 

^^^istance  to  the  children,  to  obtain  possession  of  the 

^'^^^ite  thus  distinctly  devised  to  them.     It,  in  fact,  re- 

*^^^^ins  unsold  at  the  present  moment,  and  this  fact  is 

"^^^terial  for  those  representing  Catherine  Greene,  who 

^^^ deceased  her  mother,  inasmuch  as  the  estate  and  the 

«^^^  r'chase-money  are  limited  to  the  children  in  different 

^^^.ys.    Catherine  Greene,  though  interested  in  the  estate, 

^^c^k  no  interest  in  the  purchase-money,  because  she  did 

^^>t  survive  Catherine  Norton  her  mother. 

ttr.  Baggallay,  for  Mr.  Spencer  Norton,  a  person  of 
^^^sound  mind. 

3ilr.  Rogers,  for  Cooper,  a  party  in  the  same  interest 

3Wr.  jR.   Palmer  and   Mr.  AmphUtt,  for  the  pur- 
^^a8erXui£2eU,and 

o2  Mr. 
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1856.  Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Giffard^  for  Alder ^  purchased 

of  part  of  the  estate  from  LiddelL 

This  is  a  pure  ejectment  bill,  which  can  only  succee« 
on  the  strength  of  the  Plaintiffs'  title ;  but  there  ar 
NoRTON.  several  reasons  for  holding  them  entitled  to  no  relief 
First,  the  trust  estate  passed  to  Grace  Thompson^  unde 
William  Thompsons  will;  Elliott  v.  Elliott  (a);  Lort 
Braybroke  v.  Inskip{b);  Bainbridge  v.  Lord  Ash- 
burton  {c).  The  estate  passed  under  her  conveyance, 
and  the  purchaser  was  not  bound  to  see  to  the  appli- 
cation of  the  purchase-money ;  the  payment  of  which  to 
the  authorized  agent  of  the  vendor  is  the  usual  mode  of 
proceeding,  and  is  perfectly  valid. 

Secondly,  assuming  that  the  trust  estate  did  not  pass 
to  Grace  Thompson^  still  she  acted  as  and  was  the  de 
facto  trustee,  and  here  there  was  a  power  to  sell  which 
distinguishes  the  case  from  Hicks  v.  Sallitt  (rf),  where 
the  trustees  had  no  authority  to  dispose  of  the  property. 
The  only  flaw  is,  that  the  wrong  person  assumed  to  act, 
but  that  was  rectified,  by  Grace  Thompsons  title  sub- 
sequently accruing  on  the  death  of  Jonas,  as  well  as  by 
the  adoption  of  the  sale  by  the  parties  interested.  There 
was  a  binding  contract  entered  into  by  the  tenant  for 
life,  and  all  that  the  parties  interested  could  receive  was 
the  purchase-money.  In  Bowen  v.  Evans  (e),  in  a  suit  by 
a  judgment  creditor  of  a  testator,  a  settled  estate  was 
sold,  and  great  and  numerous  errors  and  irregularities 
had  taken  place  in  the  sale  and  proceedings  in  the  cause. 
After  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  the  remainderman 
instituted  a  suit  to  set  aside  the  sale,  but  the  Court  re- 
fused to  interfere,  holding,  that  if  it  could  do  justice 
to  the  persons  claiming  under  the  settlement,  and  at  the 

same 


{«)   15  Sim.  321. 

{b)  8  r«.  431. 

(f)  2  You,  i  Coli,{Exch,)  347. 


(d)  3  De  G.,  M.  Sr  G.  782. 
(f)  1  Jones  6  Lai.  178,  and  2 
H.of'L.  Cos,  257, 
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same  time  support  the  sale,  such  was  the  measure  of 
equity  which  ought  to  be  administered. 

Sotb  Mr.  Liddell,  and  they  to  whom  he  has  sold, 
are  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration,  and  they  had 
'lo   notice  of  the  Plaintiffs'  alleged  rights,   for  a  pur- 
chaser is  not  bound  by  notice  of  any  equities  arising 
from  the  construction  of  doubtful  words  in  an  instrument; 
CJordvcell  v.  Mackrill(a),    The  doctrine  of  constructive 
notice  is  not  to  be  extended,  and  the  question  is  not, 
^whether  there  were  the  means  of  ascertaining  the  rights 
of  other  parties^  but  whether  there  was  gross  and  cul- 
pable negligence  on  the  part  of  the  purchasers;   Ware 
V.  Lord  Egmont  {b).     If  the  Defendants  be  purchasers 
for  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  this  Court  will 
not   interfere  against  them.  Attorney- General  v.  WiU 
kins  (c),  or  restraining  them  from  availing  themselves 
of  the  outstanding  term.    The  length  of  time  is  not 
^t  Up  by  the  Defendants  as  a  bar,  but  is  relied  on  as 
shewing  the  difficulty,  if  not  the  impossibility,  at  this 
distance  of  time,  of  proving  the  circumstances  necessary 
^  shew  the  validity  of  the  sale,  which  they  might  have 
done  if  the  matter  were  recent ;   Browne  v.  Cross  (rf). 
^®  Plaintiffs  had  notice  of  the  sale,  and  in  1847  they 
iQ^st  have  had  notice  that  Chrace  Thompson  was  not  a 
^^8tee,  for  this  fact  appeared  on  the  answer  of  Char- 
lotte  Siddally  and  they  ought,  at  once,  to  have  taken  pro- 
<^^ings.     Instead  of  doing  this,  they  have  adopted  the 
•^le  and  claimed  the  produce,  which  could  only  be  done 
0^  the  foundation  of  the  sale  having  been  valid.    The 
decree  in  Chreene  v.  Norton  declared  them  to  be  cre- 
ditors of  their  father's  estate  for  6,800/.;  in  Rackham 
^'  Siddall  they  supported  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  attempt 

to 


1865. 

Hope 

o. 

Liddell. 

Liddell 

V. 

NoRTOir. 


{«)  2  Eden,  344,  and  Amb,  515. 
W  4  De  G.y  M.  ^  G.  460. 


(f)  17  Beav.  285. 
id)  14  Beav,  105. 
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to  charge  the  representatives  of  Chace  Norton,  when  - 
is  evident  that  they  could  not  be  entitled  both  to  tK* 
estate  and  to  the  produce  of  it.  If  A.  be  indebted 
B.,  and  B.  has  recovered  the  amount  from  C.  in  s 
action  for  money  received  by  C  from  A.  for  B.'s  usa 
B.  would  not  afterwards  be  allowed  to  sue  A.  for  tl 
same  sum,  on  the  ground  of  his  having  improperr 
made  the  payment  to  C.  If  the  estate  be  recovers 
back,  the  purchaser  would  be  entitled  to  his  remedi* 
against  the  vendor,  but  the  proceedings  of  the  Plaintif 
have  now  prevented  him. 


Mr.  Lloyd,  in  reply.  This  is  a  case  of  extreme  bard- 
ship  on  the  children.  When  their  estate  comes  into 
possession,  they  are  neither  to  get  the  estate  nor  the 
money.  In  the  cases  cited,  where  the  sales  have  been 
supported,  there  was  authority  to  sell ;  here  there  was 
none,  the  estate  remaining  in  specie  and  subject  to  the 
trusts  of  the  will.  Grace  Thompson  being  a  complete 
stranger  to  the  trust,  her  acts  had  no  operation,  and  her 
sale  cannot  be  confirmed  until  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money  to  the  proper  objects.  As  to  the  Defendants 
being  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration,  it  is  un- 
availing, for  they  had  notice  of  the  will  which  is  recited 
in  the  conveyance,  and  if  the  abstract  stated  the  limi- 
tations of  Spencer* s  will  inaccurately,  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  purchasers  to  compare  the  abstract  with  the 
original ;  Merlins  v.  Jolliffe  (a) ;  Parker  v.  Brooke  (J) ; 
Davies  v.  Davies  (c). 

[7%c  Master  o/M«  Rolls. — I  think  you  need  not 
go  into  that,  for  if  they  had  notice  of  the  will,  they  bad 
notice  of  its  contents.     I  really  do  not  doubt  it.] 

ITie 


(a)  Amb.  311, 
(6)  9  Ves.  586. 


(c)  4  Beav,  64. 
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Tiie  decree  in  the  former  suit  was  made  expressly 
^  «vi^hout  prejudice"  to  the  right  of  recourse  to  the 
es^&t^e  itself,  and  cannot  affect  the  Plaintiffs'  rights. 

Tlie  statute  of  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  112,  was  referred  to  in 
r^£»|::>ect  to  the  outstanding  terms. 

^Z^Ae  Mabtbr  of  the  Rolls. — I  will  consider  this 


1866. 


Vhe  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

"^his  is  a  suit  to  recover  two  closes  of  land,  consisting 
venty-three  acres  and  a  half,  in  the  neighbourhood 
-^SuU.    They  were  conveyed  to  the  purchaser  in  Oo 
',  1807,  but  the  Plaintiffs'  title  did  not  accrue  until 
^^  ^,  1845.    The  circumstances  of  the  case  are  very 
•^^^:^uliar,  and  must  be  shortly  referred  to,  in  order  to 


or 
or 


«^ 


^^ke  my  judgment  intelligible.    \^Hi$  Honor  here  stated 


f  will  of  Dr.  Wm.  Spencer.'] 


Dec.  6. 


It  is  material  here  to  observe,  that  the  ultimate  trust 
^t'  the  land,  if  unsold,  and  of  the  new  land  to  be  pur- 
chased, was  in  favour  of  all  the  children  of  Catherine 
Norton  ;  but  the  ultimate  trust  of  the  purchase-money 
Mras  in  favour  only  of  such  of  her  children  as  she  '^  might 
leave  at  her  decease."     Under  this  will,  it  is,  1  think, 
plain,  that  the  legal  estate  in  the  devised  hereditaments 
was  vested  in  Wm.  Thompson  the  trustee.    He  made  his 
will  in  December y  1806,  and  by  it,  he  devised  all  his  real 
estates,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  unto  Chrace  Thomp^ 
son  and  her  heirs, ''  charged  with  a  legacy  of  60Z.  to  his 
friend  Watson.^'    The  second  testator,  Wm.  Thompson^ 
died  in  1806,  leaving  Jonas  Thompson^  his  brother  and 
heir  at  law,  and  Grace  Thompson^  his  sister  and  devisee, 
surviving  him. 

The 
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The  first  question  raised  is,  whether  the  legal  estate 
in  Dr.  Spencers  hereditaments  passed  by  this  will,  or 
whether  it  descended  on  his  heir  at  law  ?  This  was  not 
very  strenuously  contested,  and,  in  my  opinion,  little 
doubt  can  be  entertained,  but  that  the  will  of  Wm. 
Thompson  did  not  dispose  of  this  trust  estate,  and  that 
the  legal  estate  in  Dr.  Spencer's  devised  estates  de- 
scended on  Jonas  Thompson^  the  heir  at  law  of  the 
trustee.  This,  however,  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
known  to  Grace  Thompson^  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Norton 
seem  to  have  believed,  that  Grace  Thompson  was  the 
heir  at  law  of  her  brother  William ;  at  all  events,  all 
parties  acted  on  the  assumption  that  she,  in  the  event 
which  had  occurred,  became,  on  the  death  of  Wm. 
Thompson^  the  trustee  under  Dr.  Spencer's  will. 


In  June,  1806,  Benjamin  Norton  entered  into  a  con- 
tract to  sell  the  land  in  question  to  George  Liddell  for 
6,300/ ,  upon  very  peculiar  terms  as  to  the  payment  of 
the  purchase-money. 

In  October^  1807,  Grace  Thompson  executed  a  proper 
conveyance  of  the  hereditaments,  and  she  signed  a  receipt 
for  the  purchase-money,  although  she  received  nothing, 
and  although,  in  fact,  the  purchase-money  had  not  then 
been  paid,  but  only  secured  in  the  manner  I  have 
stated.  The  purchase-money  and  interest  was,  however, 
afterwards  paid  in  full  to  Benjamin  Norton^  according  to 
the  contract  and  with  the  sanction  of  Grace  Thompson^ 
who  received  {vom  Benjamin  Norton  a  bond  of  indemnity, 
in  consideration  of  her  permitting  him  so  to  receive  it. 
The  conveyance  recited  the  wills  of  both  Dr.  Spencer 
and  Wm.  Thompson,  so  that  the  purchaser  had  full 
notice  of  both,  and  of  their  contents. 


The  first  question  I  have  to  consider,  in  the  view  I 

take 
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take  of  this  case,  is,  whether  in  these  circumstances 
alonCy  if  there  were  nothing  more  in  the  case,  I  should, 
ir  AAr.  and  Mrs.  Norton  had  died  shortly  aflerwards, 
and  their  children  had  instituted  a  suit  for  the  recovery 
oF    ^lie  land,  have  given  them  any  and  what  relief. 

T'liis  divides  itself  into  two  questions :  1st,  that  which 
I'^l^'^es  to  the  character  of  the  contract  and  the  trans- 
^<^^moQ  itself;  and  2ndly,  that  which  arises  out  of  the 
^^rci^wmstance,  that  Chrace  Thompson  had  no  legal  estate 
^o     ^^onvey.    These  questions  are  perfectly  distinct  and 
^'^^^xild  not  be  mixed  up  together;   the  first  question 
'^^^^^^t  be  considered  exactly  in  the  same  way  that  it 
Id  be,  if  Grace  Thompson  had  had  vested  in  her  the 
1  estate  which  she  purported  to  convey,  and  in  that 
V  of  the  case  the  question  is  this : — ^is  the  nature  of 
contract  such,  coupled  with  the  fact  that  the  money 
k  actually  paid  to  one  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  and  not 
he  trustee,  that  this  Court  would  have  treated  it  as 
^^Xadulent  and  void  and  set  it  aside  ?    I  am  of  opinion, 
'^^^n  the  evidence  before  me,  that  it  would  not  have 
^^  ^:ie  so.     It  is  not  alleged  or  suggested  that  the  6,300Z. 
^^^  not  the  full  value  of  the  land  in  question ;  there  is 
^^%hing  stated  or  proved  to  shew  that  the  contract  was 
^^t  entered  into  perfectly  bond  fide,  or  that  the  pur- 
^4\B8er  gained  any  undue  advantage  by  the  nature  or 
^^aracter  of  the  sale.     In  this  view  of  the  case  the 
decision  of  Lord  St.  Leonards,  in  Bowen  v.  Evans  (a), 
U  very  material.     In  that  case,  a  sale  had  been  directed 
by  the  Court,  it  was  conducted  with  great  irregularity ; 
there  was  no  sale  by  auction,  but  a  sale  by  arrangement 
between  the  parties,  and  the  suit  was,  in  truth,  insti- 
tuted to  give  effect  to  a  contract  for  purchase  entered 
into  many  years  before ;  the  conveyance  was  not  exe- 
cuted 
(a)  \Jones6f  Lat.  178. 
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cuted  at  the  time,  and,  when  it  was  executed,  various 
interests  had  come  into  existence  which  were  not  repre* 
sented.  Lord  St.  Leonards,  having  found  evidence 
establishing  that  the  sale  was  made  bond  fide  for  fbll 
value^  refused  to  disturb  it,  at  the  instance  of  a  re- 
mainderman who  was  not  bound  by  any  of  the  proceed- 
ings. It  is  true,  that  in  that  case  the  sale  had  been 
made  under  the  decree  of  the  Court,  but  the  sale  was 
not  according  to  the  decree ;  and  the  decree  of  the 
Court  would  not  have  supported  the  sale  had  it  been 
fraudulent.  The  decision  rests  on  broader  grounds,  and 
the  case  of  Townsend  v.  Warren  (a),  cited  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  and  on  which  he  relies,  goes  far  beyond  the 
present,  on  this  part  of  the  case. 


I  think  that  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money  to 
Benjamin  Norton  affords  no  evidence  of  fraud.  The 
purchaser  was  expressly  exempted  from  the  duty  of 
seeing  to  the  application  of  the  purchase-money,  be  was 
bound  to  pay  it  in  such  manner  as  the  trustee  directed ; 
and  the  purchaser  having  obeyed  the  direction  of  the 
trustee  to  pay  it  to  another  person,  has,  in  my  opinion, 
thereby  made  a  payment  of  it  to  the  trustee  himself, 
and  is  exonerated  from  the  consequences  of  misapplica- 
tion, unless  the  purchaser  had  express  notice  that  the 
person  to  whom  he  was  directed  to  pay  it  was  about  to 
commit  a  breach  of  trust,  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  the 
purchaser,  in  fact,  a  party  to  the  wrongful  act.  If,  in  this 
case,  the  trustee  had  said  to  the  purchaser,  "  if  you  pay 
it  to  Benjamin  Norton  it  will  be  the  same  as  if  you  paid 
it  to  me,  and  I  will  give  you  a  receipt  for  the  purchase- 
money,"  I  do  not  see  in  what  way  the  purchaser  could 
have  justified  any  refusal  to  complete  the  purchase,  on 
the  ground  that  the  person  so  specified  was  not  duly 

authorized 
(fl)  1  JoneiSf  LaL  221. 
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aathorized  to  receive  it^  and  that  the  purchaser  would 
incur  risk  by  so  paying  it.  It  would  be  neutralizing  the 
eflfect  of  the  direction  contained  in  the  testator's  will. 
Various  transactions  might  have  occurred  between  the 
trustee  and  cestuis  que  trust,  such  as  the  previous  execu- 
tion of  a  proper  mortgage  on  sufficient  security,  to  make 
sucli  payment  perfectly  legitimate  and  proper,  even  if 
not  made  to  him,  as  the  agent  for  and  with  the  view  of 
being  immediately  handed  over  to  the  trustee.  I  see 
DothiDg,  therefore^  in  the  nature  of  the  transaction 
itself  which  should  have  induced  this  Court  to  interfere 
^  set  it  aside;  and  I  concur  with  the  observation  of 
^Td  St.  Leonards,  that,  in  such  a  case,  the  measure  of 
equity  is  to  support  the  sale,  and  at  the  same  time  to  do 
justice  to  the  persons  entitled  under  the  will. 

'A'he  considerations  which  that  observation  gives  rise  to 

1   sliaJl  refer  to  after  I  have  obsei^ved  on  the  second 

1**^stion,  which,  I  have  suggested,  arises  in  the  case: 

namely,  assuming  the  contract  to  be  bond  fide  and  un- 

""^peachable  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  how  it  stands,  by 

^^^^son  of  the  purchaser  not  having  obtained  the  legal 

^^^te  from  the  person  conveying  the  land,  who  was 

^^pposed  to  be,  but  who  was  not,  actually  the  trustee 

under  Dr.  Spencer's  will.    On  this  part  of  the  case,  I 

''^^a  strongly  pressed  by  Counsel  with  the  case  of  Hicks 

^*  Sallett  (a),  as  a  conclusive  authority  to  shew,  that 

inaamuch  as  Grace  Thompson  sold  an  estate  which  did 

ixot  belong  to  her,  the  real  owner  might,  when  his  estate 

fell  into  possession,  obtain  the  assistance  of  this  Court 

to  recover  it  and  obtain  an  account  of  the  rents  received. 

In  my  opinion,  that  case  does  not  apply  to  the 
present  That  case  was  to  this  effect :— The  principal 
question  was,  whether  certain  copyhold  closes,  which 
bad  been  allotted  to  the  manor  before  the  will  of  the 

testatrix, 
(a)  2  De  G.,  M.  ^  G.  782. 
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testatrix,  passed  under  the  devise  of  the 
whether  they  passed  under  the  residuary  de 
testatrix's  lauds^  which  was  a  devise  in  tn 
The  trustees  treated  the  allotments  as  distioc 
manor,  and  as  forming  part  of  the  residua 
estates,  and,  under  this  impression,  they  sold 
applied  the  purchase-money  according  to  tb 
the  residue,  under  which  the  Plaintiff  took  not 
Plaintiff,  being  entitled  in  remainder  to  the  n 
his  bill  to  recover  possession  of  these  alloti 
for  an  account  of  the  rents,  treating  the  pun 
trustee  for  him.  The  question  discussed  w 
construction.  No  doubt  arose  in  that  case 
propriety  of  the  interference  of  a  Court  of  Eq 
construction  was  such  as  was  contended  foi 
cordingly,  a  decree  was  made,  restoring  the 
giving  an  account  of  the  rents  of  it  from  the 
the  Plaintiff's  title  had  accrued.  The  distinctii 
that  case  and  the  present  appears  to  me  to 
In  that  case,  a  person  having  no  title  to  the 
acting  under  a  will  containing  no  direction  to 
land  on  behalf  of  persons  who  had  no  interest 
a  person  having  no  title  at  all  took  upon  hen 
cute  the  trusts  of  a  will,  and  sold  land  on  bel 
persons  who  were  the  beneficial  owners,  and 
the  money,  or  professed  to  distribute  the  n 
cording  to  the  trusts,  which,  according  to  the 
perly  attached  to  the  property.  In  the  forme 
persons  who  sold  were  wholly  strangers  to 
ficial  owner,  and  had  no  privity  at  all  with  th 
and  could  not  have  been  treated  as  trustee  foi 
thh  case,  the  person  who  sold  acted  as  the 
the  beneficial  owners,  the  Plaintiffs,  and  hy 
made  herself  liable  as  a  trustee  for  the  Plai 
has  been  so  declared  to  be  by  the  decree  of  t 
In  Hicks  V.  Sallett,  the  vendors  were  not  lial 
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respecti  to  the  Plaintiff:  in  this  case,  the  vendor  was, 
in  slII  respects,  and  to  the  full  extent  of  the  purchase- 
money,  liable  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  bound  to  make  good 
to  ^faem  the  full  extent  of  the  purchase-money. 

Xn  tmthy  Chrace  Thompson  (to  borrow  an  expression 
^''l^ich  if  not  properly  admissible  conveys  my  meaning 
^^^li  sufficient  accuracy)  acted  as  it  were  as  a  trustee 
^^  '^xm  tortf  and  was  declared  to  be  liable  accordingly. 
^^^  such  a  case,  I  am  of  opinion,  especially  having 
""^^S^tfd  to  the  length  of  time  which  has  elapsed,  that  (to 
^'^'fer  again  to  the  expression  of  Lord  St.  Leonards)^ 
^liis  Court  would  see  if  it  could  do  justice  to  the  per- 
^^*^s  claiming  under  Dr.  Spencer* s  will,  and  at  the  same 
**^c^e  support  the  sale,"  and  that  this  would  be  the 
**^^asure  of  relief,  which  this  Court  would  deal  out. 


1865. 


ir 


the  money  were  in  the  hands  of  the  self-constituted 


^^^^stee,  or  if  the  other  estate  were  liable  to  make  it  good, 
^    that  case,  the  distribution  of  this  money  would  afford 
^^  justice  his  Lordship  speaks  of.     If  that  money  had 
^^en  paid  to  the  Plaintiffs,  they  would  have  already 
^^ceived   the  measure  of  justice  to  which   they  were 
^t) titled ;  if  they  had  released  all  claim  against  her  or 
'^^r  estate,  that  would  be  equivalent  to  payment,  and 
^ould  amount  to  the  same  thing;   and  if  they  have 
barred  themselves  from  proceedings  against  her  or  her 
^Btate,  that,  in  my  opinion,  would  also  amount  to  the 
^ame  thing,  and  would  interpose  an  insuperable  im- 
pediment in  their  way,  and  prevent  their  obtaining  the 
Assistance  of  this  Court  for  the  recovery  of  the  estate 
itself. 


I  entertain  this  view  the  more  strongly,  because  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  if  this  Court  compelled  the  purchaser 
^o  restore  to  the  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Norton  the 
land  in  question,  he  would  be  entitled  to  all  the  assist- 
ance 
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ance  which  these  children  and  this  Court  could  giv( 
him  to  recover  from  the  self-constituted  trustee  the 
purchase-money  still  in  her  hands,  or  for  which  sht 
might  remain  liable. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  this  part  of  the  case  mus 
be  regarded  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as  if  Orac 
Thompson  or  her  executrix  had  the  money  now  in  he 
hands.  This  Court  would  clearly  not  allow  her  U 
retain  it  for  her  own  benefit,  and  if  she  has  paid  it  ove 
to  the  Plaintiffs,  who  were  entitled  to  receive  it,  thi 
Court  would  equally  compel  them  to  account.  It  i 
with  these  observations,  and  taking  this  view  of  tiM 
case,  that  I  re-state  the  dilemma,  which  I  suggested  tx 
the  Plaintiffs*  Counsel  at  the  hearing,  to  which  I  receivec 
no  answer  satisfactory  to  me,  and  to  which,  as  I  believ< 
no  satisfactory  answer  can  be  given. 

The  Court  has  declared,  that  Grace  Thompson  anc 
her  estate  became  liable  to  be  charged,  as  a  trustee,  fbi 
the  whole  amount  of  this  purchase-money,  and  thii 
Court  has  actually  enforced  this  liability,  so  far  af 
relates  to  the  interest  of  Catherine  Norton  therein,  ir 
the  suit  of  Rackham  v.  SiddalL  It  follows  therefore 
that  either  the  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Norton  are 
now  entitled  to  enforce  payment  of  the  whole  of  this 
principal  sum  from  Grace  Thompsons  estate,  or  that 
they  have,  by  their  own  acts,  debarred  themselves  from 
pursuing  that  remedy ;  in  either  event  (if  the  view  I 
have  expressed  of  this  case  be  correct),  they  cannot  now 
obtain  the  assistance  of  this  Court,  to  take  from  the 
purchaser  the  land  itself. 

18,  m  my  opinion,  disposes  of  this  case  so  far  as 
the  Plaintiffs  are  concerned,  the  more  so,  as  it  appears 
from  the  proceedings,  that  the  estate  of  Grace  Thomp- 
son 
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son  is  sufficieDt  to  pay  the  whole  amount^  if  it  should 
be  established  against  her. 

As,  however,  various  other  considerations  arise,  on 
the  acts  of  the  parties  themselves,  and  with  reference  to 
the  relief  sought,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the 
cross  csLUse  of  Liddell  v.  Norton,  I  shall,  very  succinctly, 
express  my  opinion  on  the  facts  proved  in  evidence,  as 
to  the  other  parts  of  the  case.  The  evidence  shews, 
that  during  the  life  of  Benjamin  Norton,  the  family 
were  all  aware  that  the  whole  of  the  property  derived 
tram  Dr.  Spencer  had  been  sold,  and  that  the  purchase- 
money  had  been  paid  to  Benjamin  Norton;  that  part  of 
^e  proceeds  had  been  invested  in  the  purchase  of  the 
If^noburgh  estate,  and  that  part  remained  uninvested  in 
^e  hands  of  their  father.  [J7ts  Honor  here  stated  the 
deetU  of  the  Ut  of  September,  1826,  the  \st  of  April, 
'828,  the  2nd  of  February,  1829,  the  Qth  of  March, 
1830,  and  the  20M  of  April,  1830.] 

It  ivould  be  difficult,  in  my  opinion,  not  to  hold,  that 
^^1   these  deeds  adopt  the  sales  in  toto  as  bon&  fide  and 
S^^^hI  sales.     It  is  said,  that  the  parties  executing  them 
did   not  know,  at  the  time,  that  Grace  Thompson  was 
^^t  the  heir  at  law  of  William  ;  but  this  is  not,  in  my 
option,  material,  they  do  not  dispute  their  full  know- 
^ge  of  all  other  things  connected  with  the  sale,  viz., 
that  it  was  bon&  fide  and  for  full  value,  and  that  the 
^>3002.  had  been  paid  to  Benjamin  Norton,  and  this 
^&8  all  that  it  was  really  material  for  them  to  become 
acquainted  with ;  and  the  circumstance  that,  by  a  mis- 
take, a  legal  estate  had  not  been  conveyed,   was  not 
material  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  or  testing  the 
propriety  and  bona  fides  of  the  sales  themselves. 


1855. 


I  see  no  trace  in  the  evidence  of  dissatis&ction  with 

the 
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value,  and  I  doubt  much  whether  any  knowledge 
fact  would  have  produced  the  shghtest  change 
deeds  in  question;  it  is  the  insufficiericy  of  Bei 
Norton  s  estate,  not  the  defect  in  the  conveyance 
Norton*      has  changed  their  views. 


In  Juii/f  1837,  Benjamin  Norton  died,  and,  i 
diately  on  his  death,  a  suit  of  Greene  v*  Norio 
filed  to  administer  his  estate  and  obtain  payment 
various  sums  due  from  birn.  The  Plaintiff  in  thi 
was  Mr.  Greene  J  the  hui!^band  of  Catherine  S 
Norton y  he  had,  at  that  time,  under  an  indent 
Auffuslf  1823,  executed  by  his  daughter,  acquiri 
whole  interest  that  had  formerly  vested  hi  his  v 
this  property,  subject  to  a  mortgage  made  to  J^ai 
another  Defendant  to  the  cross  cause,  but  a  co^ 
tiff  in  the  original  cause.  ^ 

In  1 846,  the  suit  of  Rackham  v.  Siddall  was  inst 
to  which  I  have  already  referred,  and  the  child 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Norton  endeavoured  to  avail  theno 
of  that  suit  to  make  the  estate  of  Grace  Tho 
liable  to  them.  There  is  some  uncertainty  as 
time  when,  in  these  suits,  the  Plaintiff  became  \ 
that  Grace  Thompson  was  not  the  heir  at  law  • 
testator  when  she  executed  the  conveyance  of  0< 
1807.  This  was  first  stated  in  the  answer  of  th* 
fendant  Siddall  in  January^  1847,  and  if  not  tl 
disclosed  to  the  Plaintiffs,  (who  were  co-Defei 
and  endeavouring  to  assist  the  Plaintiffs  in  that 
and  avail  themselves  of  it,)  it  was  known  to  them 
end  of  1847  or  the  beginning  of  1848.  Afler  this 
causes  were  prosecuted,  and  it  is  an  observation 
occurs  throughout  the  proceedings,  that  the  child 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Norton  endeavoured  to  avail  tbeni 
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oP  tihese  Boits,  for  the  purpose  of  making  Benjamin 
JV€^'W^ton*8  estate  and  Chrace  Thompson's  estate  pay  what 
i^a.13  due  in  respect  of  these  transactions.  This  cause 
not  abandoned  when  the  defect  respecting  the  sale 
known,  no  notice  was  given  to  the  purchaser,  to  in- 
forvx^him  of  their  claim  and  to  assist  him  in  establishing 
3.ny  right  he  might  have  either  against  Mr.  Benjamin 
^f€^>n<ms  estate,  under  the  covenants  for  title  or  otherwise, 
or    gainst  the  estate  of  Grace  Thompson. 
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Accordingly,  on  the  13th  of  August,  1848,  both  causes 
came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  of 
England,  Rachham  v.  Siddall  on  the  original  hearing 
and  Green  v.  Norton  on  further  directions,  and  then  a 
decree  was  pronounced,  in  both  causes,  enabling  the 
children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Norton  to  enforce  their  rights 
^S^'Dst  the  estate  of  Benjamin  Norton,  and  also  declar- 
^^o  the  liability  of  Chrace  Thompson's  estate  to  make 
S^>od  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff  Rachham,  who  was  an 
iicuinbrancer  on  Catherine  Norton's  life  estate. 

*he  decree  proceeds  to  say,  that  this  decree  was 

^^tbout  prejudice  to  the  right  of  any  party  claiming 

^'^der  the  will  of  William   Spencer  to  resort  to  the 

^^tes  sold  and  conveyed,  or  aflfiected  to  be  sold  and 

conveyed,  by  Grace  Thompson,  under  the  trusts  of  his 

^"•'*     In  my  opinion,  as  I  expressed  at  the  hearing 

^nd  ^hich  opinion  is  confirmed  on  consideration,  these 

^^t'ds  neither  add  to  or  diminish  the  effect  of  the  decree 

^^  this  particular  case.     If  the  effect  of  the  decree  be, 

^^t  it  precludes  the  Plaintiffs  from  proceeding  against 

^he  estate  purchased,  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be 

P^irsoing  two  inconsistent  remedies,  I  am  of  opinion 

^"^t  the  introduction  of  these  words  will  not  prevent 

^"^t  effect  from  taking  place.    Such  words  may  have 

^  important  meaning  as  between  parties  to  the  cause, 

^OL.  XXI.  p  who 
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who  are  then  present,  but  when  introduced  by  the  parties 
to  the  cause,  necessarily  without  discussion,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  prejudicing  some  person,  not  a  party  to  the 
cause,  the  words  are,  in  my  opinion,  wholly  inofficious 
and  can  give  no  right  and  can  remove  no  liability  by 
which  an  absent  person  is  to  be  prejudiced. 

It  is  a  remarkable  proof  of  the  manner  in  which  such 
words  may  be  either  introduced  or  retained,  that,  ac- 
cording to  the  short-hand  writer's  note  of  the  discussion 
before  Lord  Cottenhaniy  on  the  appeal,  permission  to 
insert  these  very  words  was  asked  and  refused  by  him, 
and  yet  the  words,  probably  originally  inserted  in  the 
decree,  are  not  removed,  absent  persons  alone  being 
interested  in  their  omission. 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  go  beyond  this :  that,  in 
my  opinion,  the  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Norton^  who 
survived  her,  have  in  their  father's  lifetime  and  since, 
knowing  of  the  transaction  in  question, bound  themselves 
by  adopting  the  sale  in  question ;  and  that  by  pursuing 
remedies  inconsistent  with  that  which  they  now  seek, 
they  have  debarred  themselves  from  now  disputing  that 
sale,  and  that,  consequently,  they  cannot  now  disturb  it. 

This  assists  and  confirms  the  view  I  have  already 
stated  of  this  case,  viz.,  that,  after  this  lapse  of  time, 
the  Court  will  not  compel  the  restoration  of  this  land, 
the  purchase-money  being  still  available  for  the  purposes 
of  the  cestui  que  trusty  inasmuch  as  the  estate  of  Grace 
Thompson  appears  to  be  solvent  and  fully  able  to  make 
good  the  amount,  to  which  the  Plaintiffs  can  resort, 
unless  they  have  precluded  themselves  from  so  doing  by 
their  own  acts. 

Maitland's  case,  however,  stands  differently  from  that 
of  the  others,  he  appears  to  be  the  mortgagee  of  Catherine 
Spencer  Cheene,  who  died  before  her  mother  Catherine 

Norton^ 
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Nij^ton,  and  who,  therefore,  would  take  a  vested  interest 
in  -tlie  estate  in  remainder  in  the  land,  whether  unsold 
or  purchased  with  the  trust  moneys,  but  a  question  of 
some  nicety  arises,  whether  she  would  take  any  interest 
in  ^e  produce  of  the  purchase-money  not  reinvested  in 
hnd.  I  do  not  mean  to  express  an  opinion  on  this 
point;  but,  assuming  that  Maitland  took  no  interest 
in  Che  moneys  arising  from  the  sale,  it  appears  to  me 
that  he  will  not  be  affected  by  any  of  the  proceedings 
which  have  taken  place.  I  cannot  give  him  any  relief 
in  t.he  suit  of  Hope  v.  Liddell,  because  he  is  mixed 
'^p  'With  the  other  Plaintiffs,  who  are,  in  my  opinion, 
entitled  to  none,  and  he  does  not  make,  as  in  fact 
h&  'Was  unable  to  do,  any  separate  case ;  but  in  dis- 
niiscing  that  bill,  I  shall  do  it  without  prejudice  to  his 
filing  any  bill  he  may  be  advised  against  the  Defendant, 
">*•  the  purpose  of  making  the  mortgage  which  he  holds 
°^  Catherine  6rr«ene'«  share  in  Dr.  Spencer's  estate  avail- 
4l>Ic  against  the  estate  so  purchased  in  1807. 


1856. 


"VTith  respect  to  the  Defendant  Chreene,  I  think  (not- 

^"^^Istanding  that  the  share  of  his  wife  is  what  is  claimed 

"V     him),  that  he  is  debarred   from   now  proceeding 

^S^^inst  the  estate  of  Liddelly  on  the  assumption  that 

^^  sale  was  invalid.  The  decree  of  i/iuZy,  1848,  obtained 

^3^    him  in  the  cause  in  which  he  was  the  Plaintiff,  as  the 

^''^^cutor  of  Benjamin  Nortonj  assumes  the  whole  pur- 

^*^^8e-money  of  6,300Z.,  to  have  been  received  by  Ben- 

J^^'^^n  Norton^  for  which  his  estate  is  made  liable :  it 

^"^^ts  the  sale  as  valid,  adopts  it,  and  administers  his 

^^"^te  on  that  footing:  and,  in  my  opinion,  he  cannot 

^^^^  turn  round  and  say,  that  no  sale  took  place  and 

^^t  such  decree  ought  never  to  have  been  obtained  in 

^*^^t  form,  and  that  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  real  facts, 

^^icb  he  was  himself  fully  acquainted  with,  at  that 

^^'^e,  when  he  asked  for  and  obtained  that  decree. 

p  2  I  am 


212 


GASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1866. 


I  am  also  of  opinion,  upon  the  principles  I  have  stated 
that,  in  the  cross  cause,  the  Plaintiffs  LidddU  are  eo 
titled  to  an  injunction,  restraining  the  action  of  ejed 
ment  generally  against  all  the  Defendants,  indudinj 
the  Defendant  Maitland.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  b 
must  be  left  to  Equity  to  establish  his  claim  to  tb 
extent  of  his  mortgage  security,  if  be  can,  and  that  t 
permit  him  to  bring  an  action,  if  it  could  be  maintained 
might  enable  the  Defendant  Greene  to  obtain,  throngi 
him,  a  benefit  to  which,  in  my  opinion,  he  is  not  entitled 


I  shall  dismiss  the  first  bill  of  Hope  t.  Iddddl  wit! 
costs  as  against  the  LiddeUs ;  but  I  shall  make  th( 
decree,  in  the  cause  of  LiddeU  v.  Norton,  for  a  per 
petual  injunction  to  restrain  the  ejectment  and  witbou 
costs,  as  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  has  become,  in  a  grea 
degree,  necessary  in  consequence  of  the  negligence  o 
the  purchaser  of  the  hereditaments  in  the  first  instana 
not  having  made  proper  inquiries,  but  having  proceedec 
on  the  erroneous  belief  common  to  all  parties  to  thi 
transaction. 
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Dec.S. 
T^H.'E  usual  order  was  made  for  the  deposit,  by  the  The  usual  or- 
Defendant,  who  was  the  acting  steward  of  a  jM^rdT^t 
'^B.nor,  for  the  inspection  of  the  PlaintiflF,  of  all  docu-  by  the  De- 
^^nts,  &c.,  in  his  possession.     Part  of  them  consisted  awjumeiits  in 
^^  the  court  rolls  of  the  manor.    An  application  was  l>i»  poMession. 
'^^de,  that  the  court  rolls  might  be  examined,  instead  consisted  of 
^^  l^eing  deposfted.  t\\^u 

iMr.  Cfiffardf  for  the  Defendant.  which  the  De- 

fendant acted 

^r.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Southgate,  for  the  Plaintiff,  f«  ■teward, 

^  but  his  right 

^c>v-ite8ted  the  right  of  the  Defendant  to  act  as  steward,   to  that  office 

was  contested. 

me  Masteb  of  the  Rolls.  J^^^  S; 

I  think  that  if  this  matter  were  before  me  in  the  first  Jfn<i««tfr?« 

the  necessity 

instance,  I  should  not  have  compelled  the  deposit  in  of  depositing 
Court  of  the  court  rolls,  though  I  should  have  allowed  anTordered 
them  to  be  inspected,  at  all  reasonable  times,  at  the  *!>«  produc- 
oni<!e  of  the  sohcitor  or  at  some  other  convenient  steward's. 
place ;  I  certainly  should  not  take  away  the  court  rolls 
■roin  the  acting  steward,  for  though  they  may  not  be 
^Dsolutely  required  at  the  present  time,  they  may  be 
'^nuired  at  any  moment.     Here  is  a  person  who  is  said 
^^t  to  be  the  steward,  but  to  be  acting  as  steward ;  I  can- 
^^^  determine  his  right  to  the  oflSce  upon  an  interlocu- 
^^  proceeding.    The  Court  considers  that  the  person 

^positing  documents  has  the  right  to  the  possession 

them,  and  the  custody  of  the  Court  is  that  of  the 

P^i^on  making  the  deposit.     In  the  case  of  merchants' 

^^Ics,  it   is    a  question  of  convenience  and   incon- 

^"^i^nce;   the  same  principle  is  applicable  to  court 
"^»  and  I  must  direct  the  production  to  be  at  the 
^^^ard's  in  London. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY, 


Dec.  18,  20. 
Where  there  is 


ROBINSON  V.  WHEELWRIGHT. 


Where  therei.  JlfJCHAEL  HOYLE  devised  to  trustees  and  th^ 
attached  to  the  IfJL     ,    .      ,.  .       ,  1,1^  j    i^ 

separate  estate  uew^  bis  mansion-bouse  called  Grove,  and  tf^ 

of  a  married  i^ndg   thereto  belonging,  ("including  the  Laithfda 

ckuie  against  theretofore  belonging  to  the  Turna  Top  farm,  and  1 

Sbe'coort'has  P'^^  ^^  allotment  of  land  situate  near  Turna  Top,  am 

no  power  to  lately  by  me  enclosed  from  the  commons  of  Rishwart 

that  restramt,  aforesaid,  and  both  now  occupied  with  the  said  mes 

even  in  <!&*«>  suage  called  Grove/')  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  to  th 

manifestly  he  Plaintiff  Ann  Hoyle  Robinson,  for  her  separate  us( 

to  do  so        '  "  *"^  ®^  ^^^^  ^^^  might  not  be  able,  in  any  mannei 

Thus  where  to  assign  over,  charge  or  anticipate  the  same,"   an 

a  married  ?&-^  ^^^  her  decease,  in  trust  for  her  children  as  she  shoul 

man  a  legacy,  by  ^in  appoint,  and  in  default,  in  trust  for  her  firs 
on  condition  ,       ,  •     ,     •  .,         ,   .      1  ^     , 

that  she  con-  &nd  other  sons  successively  m  tail,  and  in  default,  t 

veyed,  ^i^^   her  daughters  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail. 

her  separate 

estate,  which  _,,  1.    t  .     ir.1-1 

was  suhiect  to       The  testator  died  in  1851. 

a  restraint 

against  antici- 

Mtion,  to  John  Wheelwright  (the  brother  of  the  first  testato* 

Court  held,  and  the  father  of  Ann  Hoyle  Robinson),  by  bis  wi 

that  effect  made  in  1854,  expressed  himself  as  follows :— "  Wherei 

given  to  the  my  daughter  Ann  Robinson,  the  wife  of  John  Rohinso^ 

thouS^highly  l^^^ing  been  amply  provided   for  by  my  late  broth 

beneficial  to  Michael  Hoyle,  I  give  to  her  the  sum  of  1,300Z.,  to  I 

1^/^.  paid  to  her  by  my  executors,  only  upon  condition,  tfai 

Where  a       g^^  qj.  y^^^  g^id  husband  shall  give  up  and  absolute 
legacy  is  given  °  ^ 

on  condition,  CODVfl 

it  must  be 

strictly  and  literally  performed ;  but  where  a  bequest  was  made  to  A.^  on  condi^ 
that  he  conveyed  IiIr  estate  to  B.  and  C.,  in  such  shares  as  shall  be  determi  s 
by  {blanW],  it  was  held,  that  the  gift  was  not  rendered  ineffectual  by  reason  of  / 
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covrnvey,  or  cause  to  be  conveyed,  all  his,  her  or  their 

esC^ite  and  interest  in  the  encroachments  made  by  my 

said  brother  upon  the  common  or  waste  lands  in  Risk* 

to€rtrik  aforesaid,  adjoining  upon  the  Booth  farm  and  the 

7\cTRa  Top  farms  in  Rishworth  aforesaid  and  devised  by 

my  said  brother  JftcAa^/  HoyU  unto  my  said  daughters 

Elizabeth  and  Sarah,  in  sach  shares  and  proportions 

aa  ahall  be  determined  by  the  share  to  be  allotted 

^o  JSizabeth  to  be  conveyed  to  John  Dyson  and  Thomoi 

^^y^om,  upon  such  and  the  same  trusts  as  are  here- 

ial>efore  declared  in  favour  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Loch- 

^^oo<f  and  her  children,  and  the  share  to  be  allotted  to 

the  said  Sarah  Homer  to  be  conveyed  upon  the  same 

trusts  as  are  declared  under  the  will  of  my  said  brother 

^ith  respect  to  the  Booth  farm  in  favour  of  the  said 

"^''viA  Homer.    And  I  hereby  expressly  declare,  that 

1'   the  above  conditions  are  not  or  cannot  be  complied 

^^hf  within  twelve  months  after  my  decease,  then  that 

^ch  sum  of  1,3002.  shall  not  be  paid  to  my  said  daughter 

^^n  Hobinsonr 


1866. 


^oAn  Wheelwright  died  on  the  10th  of  January, 
loSs^  ^n«  Hoyle  Robinson  had  four  children,  who 
^«^e  infants. 


A^his  suit  was  instituted  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Robinson 

•S^itist  the  trustee  of  the  first  testator,  the  executors 

^^  the  second  testator,  and  the  Plaintiff's  four  children, 

"Icging  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  desirous  of  performing 

^e  Condition  in  the  will  of  John  Wheelwright,  so  as  to 

®^tttle  themselves  to  the  legacy  of  1,300Z.  and  for  that 

P^^l>06e,  they  were  willing  to  do  any  act,  or  to  execute 

*  to  cause  or  procure  to  be  executed,  any  conveyance, 

•^iTeiider  or  other  instrument  that  might  be  necessary 

^  proper;   but  the  executors  alleged,  that  on  account 

of 
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of  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiff  A.  H.  Robinson  in  the 
said  encroachments  being  inalienable,  the  performance 
of  the  condition  was  impossible;  and  that  the  said 
legacy  would,  therefore,  never  become  payable. 

The  bill  also  stated,  that  the  encroachments  were  of 
the  value  of  120/.  or  thereabouts,  and  that  it  would  be 
greatly  for  the  benefit  of  the  female  Plaintiff,  as  well 
as  of  the  infant  Defendants,  that  such  encroachments 
should  be  given  up  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
1,300/.,  which  the  Plaintiff  John  Robinson  submitted 
to  settle,  as  the  Court  might  direct,  for  the  benefit  of 
his  wife  and  children. 


The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  as  to  the  construction 
of  the  will  of  John  Wheelwright^  and  that,  on  the  Plain- 
tiffs,' &c.,  their  trustee,  executing  such  deeds,  and  doing 
such  acts  as  the  Court  might  think  requisite  for  the 
due  and  full  performance  of  the  said  condition  (which 
they  submitted  to  do),  the  executors  of  John  Wheel- 
wright might  be  decreed  to  pay  the  1,300/. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  WichenSy  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  Plaintiffs,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Court,  have  full 
power  of  complying  with  the  condition.  The  restraint 
against  anticipation  is  the  only  obstacle ;  this  is  a 
creation  of  equity,  introduced  for  the  protection  of 
married  women ;  the  Court  can  modify  it,  and  will 
not  allow  a  restraint,  intended  merely  for  the  benefit 
of  a  feme  covert,  to  operate  to  her  disadvantage. 
The  Court  can,  in  cases  of  compromise  and  election, 
commute  the  inalienable  interest  of  a  married  woman, 
and  it  can  equally  do  so  in  the  present  case,  where  it 
is  evidently  for  her  benefit.  If  it  were  otherwise,  a 
feme  covert  could  not  give  up  her  interest  in  a  shilling, 

if 
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if  settled  on  ber  without  power  of  anticipation^  even  if 
it.  ^virould  produce  her  thousands. 

There  is  no  difficulty  as  to  the  conveyance,  for  the 
legal  estate  is  vested  in  the  trustee,  who  is  before  the 
Court,  and  is  willing  to  act  as  the  Court  may  direct, 
be  may  be  directed  to  hold  the  property  on  the  trusts 
<ieclared  by  the  decree.  As  to  the  blank  for  the  name 
of  the  trustee,  that  forms  no  part  of  the  condition,  and 
^e  Don-exercise  of  a  discretion  will  not  affect  the 
▼alidity  ofthegift. 


1865. 


^rown  v.  H%ggs{a)\  Fordyce  v.  Bridges  (Jb),  were 
J^ferredto. 

]Mr.  Amphlettf  for  the  Plaintiff's  children. 

Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Cairns^  for  the  executors.  The 
comciition  cannot  be  complied  with,  for  a  married 
woman  has  no  power  to  alien  her  inalienable  interest, 
nor  can  the  Court  release  her  from  the  restraint,  im- 
posed not  by  the  second  but  by  the  first  testator ;  Field 
▼•  Srown  (c).  Though  the  Court  has  created  the  fetter 
it  ecinnot  annihilate  it.  If  it  were  otherwise,  a  married 
^onaan  would  equally  have  the  power,  with  the  appro- 
bation of  the  Court,  of  selling  an  estate  settled  on  her 
^it-fcout  power  of  anticipation,  if  a  tempting  offer  were 
'^^de,  and  the  Court  could  also  enable  her  to  dispose 
^^  Ci  reversionary  interest  in  a  chose  in  action ;  but  this 
^o^   Court  has  repeatedly  refused  to  do. 

d!onditions  must  be  strictly  complied  with  (d).     Here 
^*^^  conveyance  is  to  be  made,  "  in  such  shares  and  pro- 
portions 


C«)  5  Ve%.  495. 
C  4)  2  Phillipt,  497. 


(c)  17  Beav.  146. 

(d)  Shepp,  Touch.  144. 
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portions  as  shall  be  determined  by  J*    There 

being  a  blank  and  an  omission  of  the  name,  the  per- 
formance of  the  condition  is  impossible. 

Mr.  WicAeru^  in  reply, 

Bor/ce  v.  Boyceia) ;  Roundel  v.  Currer{b),  were  also 
referred  to. 


Dec.  20.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  case  of  great  singularity,  though,  in  fact,  it 
is  an  ordinary  suit  for  the  payment  of  a  legacy,  and  the 
question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  it  It 
is  given  upon  the  performance  of  a  condition,  and  un- 
less that  condition  be  performed,  the  legacy  is  not  given. 
I  regret  to  say,  that  although  I  have  endeavoured,  by 
every  means  in  my  power,  to  make  out  the  title  of  the 
Plaintiffs  to  the  legacy,  I  have  been  unable  to  do  so. 

The  state  of  the  case  is  this  :  the  uncle  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs, Michael  Hoyle,  made  a  will  to  this  effect : — [JTts 
Honor  here  stated  it.] 

In  the  first  place,  I  do  not  consider  the  circumstance 
that  the  shares  are  to  be  determined  by  a  person,  whose 
name  is  left  in  blank,  in  the  slightest  degree  affects  the 
question.  I  am  satisfied  that  this  forms  no  part  of  the 
condition,  which  is,  that  the  estate  shall  be  conveyed 
to  Elizabeth  and  Sarah,  and  "  the  shares  and  propor- 
tions," in  which  they  are  to  be  determined  is  a  subordi- 
nate matter  after  the  gift  is  complete,  and  which  forms 

no 


(a)  16  Sim.  476. 


(b)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  67. 
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DO  part  of  the  coDdition.    Consequently,  I  think  that 
Brawon  v.  Siggs,  and  that  class  of  cases,  apply. 

But  that  is  not  the  principal  difficulty ;  though  it  is 

admitted  that  the  extent  of  Ann  Robinson* s  interest  is 

not   material,  it  is  admitted  that  she  has  an  interest  in 

one^  at  least,  of  these  encroachments ;  whether  it  is  a 

freehold  or  a  chattel  interest  is  of  no  importance.    At 

oi^e    time,  I  thought,  that  the  condition  might  be  per- 

formed  by  her  conveying  all  the  interest  she  had.    It  is 

true  that  it  would  pass  nothing,  but  still  that  it  might  be 

^  performance  of  the  condition,  and  that  if  she  did  what 

Sue  oould  for  that  purpose,  and  conveyed,  or  caused  to 

^^   Conveyed,  all  her  estate  and  interest,  it  would  be 

^^^cient.    But,  on  further  reflection  and  consideration, 

^^^  thii^  induce  me  to  think  that  is  not  the  right  con« 

^^'^otion.     In  the  first  place,  I  think  this  condition 

'"^^at  be  literally  performed.    I  think  that  not  only  the 

^^^^^«,  but  the  principles,  relating  to  conditions  require, 

^^t.  they  shall  be  exactly  and  literally  performed  as  the 

^'^t^tor  requires  them,  and  that  if  he  requires  a  con- 

,  ^^c>n  to  be  performed  which  is  not  repugnant  to  the 

^^^^irest  which  he  gives  (of  course  there  are  qualifica- 

^^^*^©  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  detail),  the  condition 

'^^^t  be  strictly  and  literally  performed.     Now,  the 

'^^^.ning  of  this  clause  is,  that  the  condition  on  which  the 

^S^cy  shall  take  effect  is,  that  whatever  interest  there 

^^y  be  in  Ann  Robinson  shall  be  bond  fide  conveyed  to 

-^i^zaieth  and  Sarah.    Now  that  she  has  an  interest  is 

^^^^  certain,  because,  although  she  cannot  anticipate 

'^  ^he  has  an  interest  for  the  whole  of  her  life,  and  if 

^^^   clause  had  stood  there,  I  should  have  been  disposed 

^  ^Iiiuk,  that  she  might  have  performed  the  condition, 

V   conveying  de  anno  in  annum  all  the  interest  which 

sh^   had  as  it  accrued  due.     But  it  is  obvious  that  she 

^^*^^«ot  convey  anything  more  than  that,  because  the 

will 
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WmiOHT. 


will  of  Michael  HcyU  has  expressly  deternuned  (haf 
she  shall  not.  It  is  said,  that  these  cases  of  separate 
use  and  restraints  upon  anticipation  are  mere  creatures 
of  equity,  and  that  therefore  a  Court  of  Equity  may 
deal  with  them  as  it  thinks  right  It  is  no  doubt  true 
that  they  have  arisen  from  the  doctrines  laid  down  by 
the  Judges  who  have  presided  in  Ciourts  of  Equity;  but 
so  have  all  trusts,  and  it  does  not  therefore  follow,  that 
the  Court  can  dispense  with  or  mould  this  fetter  as  and 
when  it  thinks  fit  I  concur  in  the  argument  urged  by 
Mr.  FoBett,  that  if  the  Court  could,  on  the  present 
occasion,  dispense  with  it,  because  it  is  for  the  interest 
of  ^nii  Bobimon,  it  might  and  would,  in  like  manner, 
be  dispensed  with,  if  a  person  ofiered  to  give  her  three 
times  the  value  of  the  property  to  settle  it  on  the  same 
trusts^  provided  she  conveyed  her  separate  and  un« 
alienable  interest  in  the  property.  But  I  am  of  opinion 
that  she  could  not  so  convey  it :  the  first  testator  baa 
thought  fit  to  impose  certain  fetters  on  bis  property, 
which  are  sanctioned  by  the  law  of  England,  and  which 
it  permits  a  testator  to  impose ;  those  fetters  remain  and 
make  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  devisee  or  legatee 
absolutely  inalienable  for  any  consideration  whatever. 


I  have  already  said,  that  if  the  matter  had  stood 
upon  the  first  clause  alone,  as  the  interest  accrued  de 
anno  in  annum,  I  should  have  thought  it  might  have 
been  conveyed ;  but  there  is  a  proviso  at  the  end  of 
the  will,  which  makes  that  absolutely  impossible,  be- 
cause the  testator  says  "  I  hereby  expressly  declare, 
that  if  the  above  conditions  are  not,  or  cannot  be,  com- 
plied with,  within  twelve  months  after  my  decease,  then 
that  such  sum  of  1,300Z.  shall  not  be  paid  to  my  said 
daughter  Ann  Robinson.**  Having,  therefore,  expressly 
stated  what  the  condition  is,  he  anticipates  a  difficulty 
in  the  performance  of  it,  and  he  says,  if  it  be  not  per- 
formed 
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formed  yriihin  twelve  months,  then  the  legacy  shall  (ail, 
and  shall  fall  into  the  residue.  I  was  certainly  sincerely 
desirous  that  this  legacy  should  take  effect;  at  one  time 
I  thought,  that  if  the  legatee  did  everything  that  lay  in 
her  power  to  carry  it  into  effect,  that  that  would  be 
suflScient;  but  this  proviso  is  inserted  expressly  to 
meet  that  very  case;  for  it  not  merely  says,  "if  the 
conditions  are  not  complied  with/'  but  if  they  "  cannot 
be  c^omplied  with." 


1865. 


It;  may  be  said,  that  this  is  a  very  capricious  will, and 
^^^t;  the  Court  would  discountenance  a  testator's  insert- 
"^g"  into  a  will  a  sort  of  legacy,  which  holds  out  a  pro- 
^'^'s^  to  the  ear  and  breaks  it  to  the  hope,  and  frustrates 
th^  expectation  which  it  creates.  I  concur  with  the 
^t^^^rvation,  but  I  cannot  deal  with  a  will  of  this  de- 
^^''i  (Dtion  in  any  other  way  than  by  applying  such  rules 
^^    l^w  as  are  strictly  applicable  to  it 

I  ^  was  then  suggested  that  I  might  deal  with  this 
^^^^^   in  the  same  way  as  in  cases  of  election  and  of 
^^^^*^  promise ;  that,  for  instance,  I  might  deal  with  the 
^^^^  in  this  way,  treat  it  exactly  as  if  the  testator  had, 
^^'•^V^out  imposing  any  condition   whatever,  absolutely 
^^^«ed  or  bequeathed  this  piece  of  land,  which  had  been 
^■^^n  by  encroachment  from  the  waste,  to  Sarah  and 
'^^^-s^abeth,  the  two  daughters ;  in  which  case  the  Court 
^^^^v».ld  have  found  it  was  for  the  interest  of  ^nn  Robinson 
^   ^«dce  under  the  will  rather  than  against  it,  and  there- 
^P^c>ii  I  might  have  carried  it  into  effect  in  that  way. 
"^^^     doubt  the  Court  might,  in  this  way,  have  done  it, 
^^^  ,  giving  the  legacy  to  Ann  Mobinson,  it  might  have 
^^ J  coined  and  prevented  her  from  interfering  with*  the 
pt'Operty  ever  afterwards,  so  that  the  beneficial  interest 
^^^Id,  in  point  of  fact,  have  gone  to  Sarah  and  Eliza- 
beth. 
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beih.  But  I  cannot  hold  that  those  cases  apply  to  this 
condition,  which  directs,  that  the  property  shall  be  ab- 
solutely conveyed,  which  is  a  perfectly  separate  and  dis- 
tinct condition ;  and,  if  this  cannot  be  done  out  of  Court, 
I  am  not  aware  of  any  principle  which  can  enable  this 
Court  to  give  authority  to  Ann  Robimon  and  her  hus- 
band, or  to  any  legatee  whatever,  to  do  that  which  out 
of  Court  is  prohibited  by  law.  If  I  could,  as  Mr.  FoU 
Utt  justly  observed,  I  could  also  sanction  the  sale  of 
the  property. 

The  result  is,  that  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  condition 
cannot  be  complied  with,  and  that  therefore  the  Plaio- 
tifis  cannot  make  a  title  to  this  legacy. 

Note.— Affirmed  by  the  Lords  JuUieei  18th  Marck^  1856. 


Dec,  22. 

The  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  ex- 
cept in  cases  of 
absolute  ne- 
cessity, will 
not  appoint  a 
near  relative 
of  the  parties 
interested  to 
be  a  trustee. 


WILDING  V.  BOLDER. 

lyyTR.  CAIRNS  appeared  in  support  of  a  petition  to 
appoint  new  trustees,  one  of  whom  was  related 
to  the  cestuis  que  trust. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  depart  from  the  rule  I  have  adopted  of  not 
appointing  a  near  relative  a  trustee,  unless  I  find  it 
absolutely  impossible  to  get  some  one  unconnected  with 
the  family  to  undertake  that  office. 

I  have  always  observed,  that  the  worst  breaches  of 
trust  are  committed  by  relatives,  who  are  unable  to 
resist  the  importunities  of  their  cestuis  que  trust,  when 
they  are  nearly  related  to  them. 
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MALCOLM  V.  MALCOLM. 

Jan.  16. 

T^HE  testatrix,  (in  an  event  which  happened,)  be-  Beaueit  to  il. 

queathed  the  residue  of  her  money  in  the  funds,  &c.  after  hls^de-' 

w  follows : — "  unto  John  Malcolm  and  his  assigns,  for  cease,  to  hii 

'lis  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  I  give  and  bequeath  butincate 

^«  s»  me  to  his  eldest  son  for  ever.     But  in  case  the  if  •  ?**®"^? 
. ,  ^  **  die  under 

^u  m^ohn  Malcolm  shall  die  under  age  and  without  ageandwith- 

^*^p    I  then  give  and  bequeath  the  said  residue  of  my  over!"*Held 

'""  loney  in  the  funds,"  &c.  unto  Mary  Ann  Martha  *!»•*  *l\e  word 


^^oim  absolutely.  noS  bT^d 

«  or/'  and  thai 

In     X830,  JbAn  Jlfa/co/m  instituted  the  suit  of  il/flfco/m  ^:!;»^"v!?^" 
rp  father  s  hfe- 

T.  i^^^^jor,  to  establish  the  will  and  have  it  carried  into  time,  took  a 

cxeci^  ^ion,     i^  ^as,  in  that  suit,  decided  (a),  that  John  "l^^  S,°;^|^ 

Uah^^^lfi^  was  entitled  to  the  legacy  for  life  only.  ject  to  be  di- 

^     ^  ^  vested. 

J^^Ti  Malcolm  had  five  children,  the  eldest  of  whom, 

Jok%     Winffjield  Malcolm,  attained  twenty-one  in  1854. 

^  f^nd  of  upwards  of  80,000/.  was  now  standing  to 

**Tn^  account  of  the  Plaintiff  John  Malcolm,  subject  to 

thetrusU  of  Maria  Taylor's  will."    John  Malcolm  and 

W»  eldest  son,  John  Wingfield  Malcolm,  filed  this  bill 

^inst  the  representatives  of  Mary  Ann  Martha  Mai- 

coin  praying  a  declaration,  that  John  Wingfield  Mai- 

^  was  absolutely  entitled  to  the  fund,  subject  to  his 

father's  life  interest,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  conjointly 

^ere  now  entitled  absolutely  to  dispose  of  it. 

^'■-  Preeling,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued,  that,  subject 

^^  father's  life  estate,  there  was,  in  the.  first  instance, 

an 
(a)  2  Ruu.  4-  MyL  416. 

^^^-  XXI.  Q 
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an  absolute  vested  gift  in  his  eldest  son,  which  could 
only  be  defeated  by  the  happening  of  two  events,  viz., 
by  John  Malcolm  dying  under  age,  and  by  his  dying 
without  issue.  That  it  was  now  impossible  that  the 
former  event  could  ever  happen,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
Plaintiffs  were  together  absolutely  entitled  to  the  fund 
in  Court;  Campbell  v.  Harding  {a);  Pearson  v.  Rut- 
ter  (6). 


Mr.  Webb,  contrd.  The  gift  to  the  "eldest  son"  means 
to  the  son  who  might  be  the  eldest  at  John  Malcolm's 
decease,  and  if  there  should  be  no  son  then  living,  the 
legacy  will  go  over;  Byran  v.  Collins (^c);  Driver  v. 
Frank (^d).  Secondly,  the  word  "and"  must  be  read 
"or,"  and  the  gift  over  would  take  effect  on  the  hap- 
pening of  either  of  the  two  events. 

The  principle  of  all  the  decisions  is  to  let  in  a  class, 
but  the  effect  of  the  Plaintiff's  argument  is  to  exclude 
them.     1  Jarman  on  Wills  (e)  was  also  cited. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  feel  some  reluctance  in  deciding  this  case,  because 
I  think  there  may  be  some  persons  not  before  the  Court 
who  may  be  interested  in  it.  But  as  I  feel  no  doubt 
on  the  construction,  I  think  I  may,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, make  a  declaration  of  what  I  consider  the 
rights  of  the  parties. 

I  think  that  the  eldest  son  of  John  Malcolm  has  a 

vested  interest  in  the  property,  which  is  not  liable  to  b^ 
divested.     There  were   two  events,  the   happening  o^ 

which^ 


(a)  2  Rusi.  Sf  M,  390. 

(6)  3  De  G.,  M.  <5  G.  398. 

(c)  16  Beuv.  14. 


(d)  3  Maule  4-  S.  25. 

(e)  Page42S  {2nd  ed,) 
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i^^faich  was  to  give  an  interest  to  Mary  Ann  Martha 
Jl£ala€^lm,  and  it  is  now  impossible  that  they  can  both 
take  effect*  The  gift  to  her  was  ''  in  case  John  Mai- 
calm  shall  die  under  age  and  without  issue." 
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I  an  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  a  case  for  reading 
"  and*'  as  ''or/'  I  think  that  the  gift  over  cannot  take 
eflfect;^  and  that  the  eldest  son  of  John  Malcolm  takes  a 
vested  interest  in  this  legacy,  and  could  deal  with  it  as 
be  pleased  as  soon  as  he  attained  twenty-one. 

I  ^^^p'ill  make  a  declaration  that  John  WingfM  MaU 
cobn^  as  eldest  son  of  John  Malcolm,  is  entitled  to  a 
vested,  interest  in  this  sum,  subject  to  his  father's  life 
estate. 


LIVESEY  V.  HARDING. 


1856. 

Nov.  28. 
Dec.  3. 


He  testator,  Edmund  Livesey,  died  in  1823,  leaving  ^  testator  in 

five    children,  viz.,   Edmund,   James,   Harding,  1S23,  directed 

^ry  and  Elizabeth.     By  his  will,  he  devised  his  real  to  apply\uch 

^te  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  receive  the  rents  during  P*^  °^  *  , 
'    '^  '  ^  moiety  of  the 

the  surplus  rents, 

Uj  .  as  they  in 

bi  ^^  discretion  should  see  fit,  for  the  maintenance,  &c.  of  his  younger  children  during 

J*  ^idow's  life,  and,  at  her  decease,  to  pay  them  1,000/.  a  piece.    Subject  thereto, 

a  *  -^o  was  absolutely  entitled  to  the  estate.    In  a  auit  for  the  performance  of  the  trusts, 

^^  ^^tate  was  sold,  and  a  fund  was  set  apart  to  provide  for  the  widow's  dower,  which 

d^  ^  ^  ^  charged  with  the  legacies  payable  at  her  death,  and  A,  B,  was 

glared  entitled  to  the  remaining  fund.    The  widow  died  in  1854,  and  no  provision 

^n^  been  made  for  the  children's  maintenance  under  the  discretionary  direction, 

^y^Hwiger  child  sought  to  obtain  payment  out  of  the  dower  fund,  but  the  Court  held, 

^  wjbatever  his  rights  might  be  they  had  been  concluded  by  the  previous  orders 

^•^e  in  this  cause. 

q2 
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the  life  of  bis  wife,  and  pay  her  dower  thereout,  and 
then  discharge  the  money  borrowed  or  to  be  borrowed 
on  his  estates,  and  '*  to  pay  and  apply  a  moiety  of  the 
residue  of  the  rents  and  profits,  or  such  part  of  a  moiet} 
as  they  or  he  in  their  or  his  discretion  should  see  fit, 
in  the  maintenance,  education,  bringing-up  or  advance- 
ment in  life  of  such  younger  children  or  child  as  be 
should  leave  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  as  to  them  oi 
him  should  seem  eligible,  during  the  natural  life  ol 
his  wife ;"  and,  on  the  decease  of  his  wife,  to  raise  bj 
mortgage  a  competent  sum  to  pay  his  younger  children 
1,000/.  a  piece.  Subject  to  these  gifts,  the  testator  de- 
vised his  estates  in  such  a  manner  that,  in  1827,  bis 
daughter  Mary  became  entitled  thereto  absolutely. 


In  December,  1823,  Harding  Livesey  and  Mary  Live- 
sey,  by  their  next  friend,  instituted  the  original  suit  ol 
Livesey  v.  Harding  {a)  against  the  trustees,  the  testator'^ 
widow  and  the  other  children,  praying  the  establishment 
of  the  will,  the  performance  of  the  trust,  and  that  the 
younger  children  might  be  declared  entitled,  during  the 
life  of  the  widow,  to  a  moiety  of  the  rents  of  the  estateS; 
after  paying  the  interest  upon  the  incumbrances  and  the 
dower  of  the  widow. 

At  the  hearing  in  Juh/y  1830,  the  will  was  established, 
the  trusts  thereof  were  ordered  to  be  carried  into  execu- 
tion, and  the  accounts  prayed  were  directed  to  be  taken. 

Under  an  order  of  February^  1833,  the  estates  were 
sold  free  from  dower  with  the  consent  of  the  widow  and 
of  the  mortgagees  (i). 

By 


(fl)   Tumlyrij  460  and  1  Russ, 
if  Myl.  636. 


(b)  1  Btuv.  344. 
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By  orders  made  in  the  cause  on  the  3rd  of  August^  1856. 
IS37,and  the  5th  of  Avgust,  1839,  the  mortgagees  were 
paid  and  a  sum  of  11,446/.  Ss.  lOd.  stock  was  carried 
over  to  the  "  Dower  Account  of  the  Widow,"  and  the 
dividends  were  directed  to  be  paid  to  her  for  life,  and 
after  her  death  it  was  ordered,  that  this  fund  should 
st&K^d  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  younger  chil- 
dren's legacies,  which  would  then  become  payable;  and 
it  ^rci^  declared,  that  Mary  Livesey  was  absolutely  en- 
titl^^  to  any  bank  annuities  and  cash  which  should  be 
'cm^ining  on  the  credit  of  these  causes  after  the  sales, 
^^^ri-ying  over,  and  payments  thereinbefore  directed. 
"^*^ou8  other  orders  and  directions  were  made,  but  no 
i^oti^^^  was  taken  of  any  right  of  the  younger  children 
**^  ^.  moiety  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates,  or  of 
^^  i  ncome  of  the  proceeds  thereof  for  their  maintenance. 

^^  Be  of  these  orders  had  been  enrolled,  and  the  residue 
^le  fund  had  been  carried  over  to  Mary  Livesey's 
I^^-ratc  account. 

'«3  May,  1864,  the  widow  died. 

-^^arding  Livesey  now  presented  a  petition  asking  an 
^^:iiry  as  to  the  surplus  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  es- 
^  ^^^,  after  setting  apart  the  fund  to  answer  the  dower  and 
^^^ barging  the  incumbrances  and  costs  of  suit;  and 
^^>  as  to  the  amount  of  the  income,  which  had  or  might 
^^«  arisen  from  the  investment  of  the  surplus  in  con- 
*^^,  from  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  surviving  trustee 

"^lie  decease  of  the  widow,  and  as  to  the  sum  which  the 

^^"^itioner  was  entitled  in  respect  of  his  share  of  such 

inc^Qme,  and  that  such  share  should  be  raised  out  of  the 

^^  •-446/.  8*.  lOrf.,  together  with  his  1000/.  legacy,  and 

l^^^rest  thereon  at  4/.  per  cent,  from  the  death  of  the 

^idow,  and  paid  to  him  with  costs.     He  stated,  that  he 

did 
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did  not  ask  any  inquiry  anterior  to  the  death  of  the 
surviving  trustee,  because  the  discretion  of  the  trustees 
existed  up  to  that  time,  and  that  he  had  not  made  this 
claim  before  out  of  regard  to  Mary  Livesey  (who  was 
a  lunatic),  whose  means  of  support  until  the  death  of 
her  mother  he  did  not  wish  to  curtail. 

There  was  another  petition  on  behalf  of  Mary  Live- 
sey  praying  payment  of  the  legacies  and  that  the  rest 
of  the  dower  fund  might  be  carried  over  to  her  separate 
account. 

Mr.  Pownall,  for  Mary  Livesey.  The  fund  provided 
for  the  payment  of  the  widow's  dower  being  released  by 
her  death,  is  now  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the 
children's  legacies,  and,  subject  thereto,  belongs  to 
Mary,  as  the  owner  of  the  estate  sold. 

Mr.  Josiah  Smith,  for  Harding  Livesey.      By  the 

directions  in  the  will,  the  trustees  were  to  apply  a 
moiety  of  the  rents  for  the  maintenance  of  the  younger 
children.  This  was  an  imperative  trust,  which  did  not 
cease  on  the  children's  attaining  twenty-one,  or  on  their 
deaths,  but  continued  during  the  life  of  the  widow; 
Badham  \.  Alee  {a);  Webb  y.  Kelly  (b);  Kilvington  w. 
Gray  (c). 

They,  and  their  representatives,  are  now  entitled  to 
a  sum  equivalent  to  half  of  the  rents,  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  fund  in  Court. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  Mr.  Waller,  Mr.  Cairns,  Mr.  Baggallay, 
for  other  parties. 

Mr. 

(«)  1  Russ.  Sf  Mt/L  G31.  (c)  10  Sim.  297. 

(6)  9  Sim,  469. 
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I^r.  PcwfieUl,  in  reply,  and  in  opposition  to  the  claim        1855. 
of   £Marding  Liveset/y  argued,  that  as  the  bill  asked  a 
decl3.ration  on  the  very  subject^  and  as  none  had  been 
mttde,  the  point  must  be  taken  to  have  been  disposed  of. 
Tlia.t.  nothing  was  payable  except  through  the  discre- 
tion of  the  trustees,  and  nothing  having  been  paid  for  a 
series  of  years,  it  must  now  be  assumed,  that  the  trustees 
had  exercised  their  discretion  and  considered  that  nothing 
was    necessary.    That  the  orders,  particularly  those  of 
1837  and  1839,  were  quite  inconsistent  with  the  present 
claim,  which  could  not  succeed  until  they  had  been 
reversed. 

Mr.  Jonah  Smith,  in  reply,  on  the  petition  of  Harding 

^ivesey.    There  has  been  no  waiver  of  right,  but  a 

'^ere  postponement  in  enforcing  it  until  the  death  of  the 

••^ido^r^  for  the  convenience  of  Mary  Livexetfy  the  lunatic, 

^^d    notwithstanding  the  prior  orders,  now  that  there 

®Ppea.r^  to  be  in  Court  a  fund  to  pay,  it  ought  to  be 

DJade      available.     It  was  unnecessary  that  the  former 

^'^ers   should  save  the  rights. 

^^  «  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

^^  i  11  consider  the  case.     I  am  afraid  that  the  orders 
^^^^"^  simply  pass  by,  but  that  they  are  inconsistent 
^lie  present  claim. 


^^  ^  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Dec.  3. 

^-Xring  carefully  considered  these  orders  of  the  3rd 

^    f^^S^st,  1837,  and  the  6th  of  August,  1839,  I  am  of 

^r  *^^on  that  they  have  concluded  the  question  before 

^    *  ^Hd  that  the  Court  has,  in  fact,  in  this  cause  judicially 

^  ^*^Ucled  the  claim  of  the  younger  children  to  a  moiety 

of 
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1855.  of  the  rents,  and  of  the  dividends  of  the  stock,  which  is 
the  produce  of  the  real  estate.  The  only  sums  which  are 
charged  on  the  dower  fund  are  the  legacies  payable 
after  the  death  of  the  mother.  This  is  shewn  by  the 
contents  of  both  orders,  and  the  latter  contains  an 
absolute  declaration  of  the  right  of  the  surviving 
daughter  to  everything  aff.er  these  payments  have  been 
made.  Some  other  orders  in  the  cause  have  also  been 
furnished  to  me,  but  they  do  not  advance  the  matter 
further  than  this  : — that  they  all  seem  to  proceed  on  the 
assumption  that  the  rights  of  all  parties  have  been  fully 
ascertained  and  settled,  by  the  decrees  and  orders  in 
the  suit. 

Had  the  matter  been  open,  an  important  question 
might  have  arisen,  as  to  whether  the  maintenance  is 
limited  to  the  minority,  or  extended  to  the  whole  life  of 
the  widow,  and  as  the  trustees  have  not  exercised  their 
discretion  in  ascertaining  the  amount  to  be  paid,  whether 
this  Court  would  not  consider  it  a  simple  trust  to  be 
executed.  On  this  point,  however,  I  purposely  abstain 
from  expressing  any  opinion,  thinking  that  the  question 
is  concluded  by  the  two  orders  of  Avgust^  1837,  and 
Auffust,  1839,  which  have  been  acted  upon  from  that 
time  down  to  the  present ;  I  am  consequently  compelled 
to  say,  that  I  can  make  no  order  on  this  petition  :  I  do 
not,  however,  think  that  this  is  a  case  for  costs. 
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'HE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  BLIZARD-         l^ai».6,7. 

Dec.  A. 

^  SIS  was  an  iDformation^  filed  by  the  Attorney-  Under  the 

Oeneral,  upon  the  certificate  of  the  Charity  C!om-  ^^^  pj^ 

"'•^^^ioners,  against  the  vestry  of  the  parish  of  Richmond,  liament,  ■•- 

"^  ^Surrey,  setting  forth  a  local  act  of  the  26  Geo.  3,  the  Crown/ai 

^-  ^  1,  constituting  vestrymen  of  the  parish,  with  power  lord  of  a 

A,       '^  o  •^  »  ^  Diaoorj  sDG  by 

^^    l^nild  a  workhouse  and  employ  and  maintain  the  poor,  the  com- 

and  authorizing  their  majesties  to  grant  to  the  vestry  a  ^^'^^^ 

P«i»^  of  "the  Pest  House  Common,"  and  the  ''Hill  Thl J^gnnud 

^-^laiimon,''  discharged  of  all  right  of  common,  for  build-  ^f  i^iJkmoZ  a 

***K    a  workhouse  thereon,  and  appropriating  a  new  po^ionof*^ 
V,,^     «  _     ,         «       ,  .  ,  common,  for  a 

^^  v*ial-piace  for  the  parish.  workhouse,  a 

cemetery,  and 
^  ,  .  ,  "  in  trust  for 

^I7he  information  then  set  forth  a  grant  of  their  ma-  the  employ- 
jetties,  dated  the   18th  of  October,  1786,  conveying  JJfrt  orthe*"^ 
tfau*ty-three  acres  of  the  commons: — "In  trust,  as  to  poor  of  the  ^^ 
^^  ^t  part  of  the  said  common  called  Pest  House  Com--  Held,  upon 
'BtOTa,  thereby  granted,  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  theconsuuo- 
^^^^■khouse  on  part  thereof,  and  for  appropriating  other  and  the  grant, 
p&x-t  thereof  for  a  new  burial-place  for  the  parish,  in  Jf.^'^'JJ'^^** 
^^^^«  the  said  vestrymen,  or  any  thirteen  or  more  of  them,  charity,  the 
sliOTild  deem  any  part  of  the  aforesaid  common,  called  pro^*y"bl? 

^^^<  House  Common,  thereby  granted,  fit  and  proper  appjied  in  aid 
Fi^^^        .      .  ,  J  J  .  1  r\      ofthepoor- 

'^^^    a  bunal-ground ;  and  as  to  the  other  parts  of  the  rates  and  so  in 

»^ici  commons,  called  Pest  House  Common  and  the  HiU  "Hef  of  the 
f>w  '  parish, 

^^^^wion  thereby  granted,  in  trust  for  the  employment 

^^*^^  support  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish.'"    To  be  held 

^^    the  crown  at  a  yearly  rent  of  Is. 

Part  of  the  lands  thus  granted  were  appropriated  as  a 
^^tc  of  a  workhouse^  part  for  a  new  burial-ground,  and 

the 
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the  rental  of  the  rest,  which  amounted  to  488/.,  and  was 
expected  hereafter  greatly  to  increase  in  value,  was 
"  applied  in  aid  of  the  police,  poor  and  other  rates,  and 
for  defraying  the  expenses  of  registration  of  voters  and 
the  ordinary  charges  and  expenses  of  the  parish." 


The  Inspector  of  Charities  having  reported  the  matter 
to  the  Commissioners,  application  was  made  to  the  vestry, 
suggesting  the  impropriety  of  the  present  mode  of  apply- 
ing the  income  of  the  Charity,  and  the  necessity  of  adopt- 
ing a  scheme  for  its  application  exclusively  for  the  poor  of 
the  parish.  The  vestry  replied  as  follows :  ''The  vestry 
consider  that  the  grant  of  the  land  was  intended  to  go 
in  aid  of  the  rates,  inasmuch  as  it  is  stated  to  be  for  the 
purpose  of  building  a  workhouse  thereon,  for  a  burial- 
place,  and  for  the  employment  and  support  of  the  poor, 
all  of  which  purposes  must  otherwise  have  been  pei^ 
formed  at  the  expense  of  the  ratepayers.  And  more- 
over, as  a  consideration  for  the  grant,  the  freeholders 
and  copyholders  gave  up  their  rights,  and  the  in- 
habitants generally  surrendered  other  and  very  im- 
portant rights.  The  vestry,  therefore,  consider  that  the 
land  is  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  charities  to  which 
the  Charitable  Trust  Act  applies.  With  respect  to  any 
scheme,  therefore,  for  the  future  application  of  the 
rents,  the  vestry  are  of  opinion  that  they  cannot  depart 
from  the  uses  pointed  out  by  the  grant,  one  of  which, 
the  providing  a  burial-ground,  is  now  in  active  execu- 
tion." 


In  evidence  of  this  being  a  charily,  the  information 
alleged,  that  in  1844,  an  application  had  been  made  to 
this  Court  for  a  scheme  for  granting  building  leases, 
which  was  done  in  1845;  and  that  the  whole  of 
such  proceedings  were  intituled  "  In  the  matter  of  the 

Richmond 
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.Ri^Jmond  Parish  Charity  Land,  and  of  the  said  special 

*IS7*he  information  prayed  a  declarationi  that  the  present 
a. publication  of  the  income  was  inconsistent  with  the  Act 
grant,  that  no  part  of  the  income  ought  to  be 
i  to  the  general  account,  or  applied  in  aid  of  any 
of  'fcle  rates,  or  applied  in  discharge  of  any  of  the  general 
oh^g^xgea  and  expenses  of  the  parish,  that  tlie  same 
o-KB  ^g-Tit  to  be  applied  exclusively  for  the  benefit  of  the 
f>o^:>-7  of  the  said  parish,  and  for  a  scheme. 

*lElii8  being  the  outline  of  the  case,  it  is  now  necessary 
;o  through  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  the  26 
.  3,  e.  41,  in  detail.    The  previous  Act,  in  substitu- 
tJioKA  of  which  the  act  in  question  was  passed,  was  the 
6  C7eo.  3,  c.  Ixxii,  and  the  title  of  it  was  this : — **  An  Act 
for  the  Relief  and  Employment  of  the  Poor,  and  for  re- 
pa.inng  the  Highways,  Paving,  Cleansing,  Lighting  and 
^^tttehing  the  Streets  and  other  Places  in  the  Town  and 
Pa.r]g]|  of  JUchmondy  in  the  County  of  Surrey^  and  for 
i^moviog  and  preventing  Annoyances,  Obstructions  and 
^<^>X>achment8  therein,  and  for  shutting  up  a  Road 
*ooa   the  late  Har$eferry  at  Kew  to  West  Sheene  Lane, 
ne^jr  Jliehmond  Green ;  and  for  amending  and  keeping 
"»  repair  the  Road  from  Kew  Bridge  to  Richmond.*'  [Of 
^^^  Act  the  Court,  in  giving  judgment,  observed,  "  It 
^^^    passed  merely  for  parish  purposes,  and  all  the 
cia.ti8Qg  in  it  related  exclusively  to  parish  purposes,  with 
^^  e:9iception  of  shutting  up  the  road."] 

T^He  Act  of  26  Geo.  3  was  thus  intituled : — "  An  Act 

to  repeal  part  of  the  Act  passed  in  the  Sixth  Year  of 

^^  pt«seat  Majesty  for  the  Relief  and  Employment  of 

iwe  t^oor  of  the  Parish  of  Richmond,  in  the  County  of 

Surrey  and  other  Purposes  in  the  said  Act  mentioned, 

and 
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and  for  making  new  Proyisions  for  the  Relief  and  Em- 
ployment of  the  Poor,  for  the  Repairs  of  the  Highways, 
the  Pavingy  Cleansing,  Lighting  and  Watching  the 
Streets  and  other  Places  in  the  Town  and  Parish  ol 
Richmond  aforesaid,  for  the  Removal  and  Prevention  ol 
Annoyances,  Obstructions  and  Encroachments  tbereinj 
for  inclosing  certain  Commons  or  Waste  Lands  within 
the  said  Parish  for  the  Use  of  the  Poor,  and  to  enable 
the  Vestrymen  of  the  said  Parish  to  erect  a  Workhouse 
thereon,  and  to  purchase  Land  for  a  Burial  Ground, 
and  also  to  enable  his  Majesty  to  shut  up  a  Lane  within 
the  said  Parish  called  Love  Lane.*'  The  preamble,  after 
referring  to  the  previous  Act,  proceeded  as  follows: — 
**  And  whereas,  since  the  passing  the  said  Act,  great 
inconveniences  have  happened,  and  the  several  pro- 
visions in  the  said  Act  respecting  the  relief  and  em- 
ployment of  the  poor,  the  repairs  of  the  highways,  the 
paving,  cleansing,  lighting  and  watching  the  streets  and 
other  places  in  the  said  town  and  parish  of  Richmond^ 
and  the  removal  and  prevention  of  annoyances,  ob- 
structions and  encroachments  thereon,  are  found  in- 
effectual to  answer  the  purposes  thereby  intended." 
[The  title,  said  the  Court  in  its  judgment,  therefore, 
and  the  preamble  of  the  Act,  pointed  solely  and  exclu- 
sively to  parochial  purposes.]  The  2nd  clause  appointed 
certain  vestrymen  of  the  parish;  the  3rd  provided  for 
the  meeting  and  election  by  the  inhabitants ;  the  4th 
and  the  subsequent,  down  to  the  20th,  related  to  their 
qualifications,  powers,  duties,  mode  of  contracting,  their 
proceedings,  their  meetings,  the  payment  of  the  money 
received  to  the  treasurer;  the  20th  and  21st  sections 
directed  them  to  appoint  collectors  of  the  rates  and 
assessments, and  a  treasurer;  the  22nd  "authorized  and 
required"  the  vestry,  annually,  to  make  two  distinct 
rates,  one  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  and  the  other  for 
repairing  the  highways,  upon  the  inhabitants  of  Rich- 
mond, 
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fn^nm^.    The  subsequent  sections  specified  how  the  rates 

wreir^  to  be  paid  and  be  recovered ;  the  29th  enabled  them 

to    appoint  watchmen;  the  31st  enabled  the  vestrymen 

i€>   z*^5gulate  the  lighting  of  the  town  ;  the  32nd  imposed 

fin^^  on  persons  breaking  the  lamps;  the  33rd  to  the 

36d:s  related  to  the  repairing  and   keeping  clean  the 

ftt.r^^ts ;  the  37th  related  to  the  payment  of  the  expenses 

o£*   ^^^ratching,  lighting,  cleaning  and  repairing  the  streets 

az^cS.    highways  out  of  the  rates. 

H  ^  will  be  observed  that,  up  to  this  point,  this  was  a 
m^v^c  Act  for  regulating  the  affairs  of  the  parish,  and 
^y  Ti  Bj   closely  confined  to  that  purpose. 

*TE*hen  came  the  38th  section,  which  was  as  follows : — 
reciting  that  the  lease  of  the  present  workhouse  of 
parish  was  near  expiring,  and  the  building  was  very 
h  out  of  repair  and  unfit  for  the  purposes  for  which 
t*!.  ^^Tv^as  then  used,  and  that  their  Majesties  were  willing 
to  ^rant  part  of  the  commons  for  the  erection  of  a  proper 
'^cn-lchouse  thereon,  it  was  enacted,  that  the  vestry  should 
^*^^c  power,  and  were  authorized,  "  to  erect  and  build, 
^pon  any  part  of  the  commons"  so  to  be  granted  "  one 
^^  oaore  houses  for  the  better  receiving,  maintaining  and 
^'O ploying  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,"  and  the  vestry 
'^^•'^  empowered  to  contract  for  building  such  work- 
^**Be,  **  and  also  to  purchase  or  provide,  either  by  con- 
'^^t    or  otherwise,  from  time  to  time,  such  furniture, 
^^^^^»,  chattels,  provisions,  clothing,  utensils  and  mate- 
**^    whatsoever,  as  shall  be  thought  proper,  for  the 


tl2 


effi 
tai 


^^^ual  setting  to  work,  receiving,  employing,  main- 

*^"rig,  clothing  and  providing  for,  in  every  respect,  the 

P^^«*    of  the  said  parish,  of  what  age,  sex  or  condition 

*^^^^T  they  be,"  and   pay  what  should  become  due 

^■"^on.    And  the  vestry  were  empowered  to  purchase 

^^    convenient  for  a  burial-ground.    The  40th  vested 

^  property  of  every  description,  for  the  time  being,  in 

the 
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the  workhouse,  in  the  vestrymen  ;  the  4l8t  empowered 
the  vestry  to  borrow  3,000Z.  on  the  rates  raised  "  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor/'  and  the  following  clauses  to  the  46th 
related  to  the  securities  to  be  given,  and  the  mode 
of  liquidating  the  same  out  of  the  rates;  the  47th 
enabled  the  vestrymen  to  apprehend  and  send  to  the 
workhouse  vagrants,  &c.;  the  48th  directed  Uiat  such 
persons  should  be  kept  to  work ;  the  49th  gave  a  power 
to  punish  the  paupers  in  the  workhouse ;  the  60th  im- 
posed penalties  for  misconduct  of  officers;  the  61st 
authorized  and  empowered  the  vestry  to  keep,  maintain 
and  employ,  &c.,  *'  in  any  works,  trades*  manufactures 
and  employments  whatsoever,  all  and  every  the  poor 
maintained  in  any  workhouse  or  workhouses,  and  shall 
and  may  provide  a  convenient  stock  of  flax,  hemp,  wool, 
cotton,  thread,  iron,  stone,  wood,  leather,  or  other  ma- 
terials for  the  employment  of  the  poor  received  into 
such  house  or  houses,  and  for  that  purpose  only*'  to  set 
up,  &c.,  any  trade,  &c.,  in  such  house,  and  sell  the 
goods  manufactured,  &c.,  by  such  poor  in  such  work- 
house. The  52nd  was  in  these  words  : — "  And  be  it 
further  enacted,  that  all  moneys  arising  from  any  work 
or  labour  done  by  the  poor  in  such  workhouse  or  work- 
houses shall  go  in  aid  of  the  poors  rate  and  other  moneys 
raised  for  carrying  this  Act  into  execution,  and  shall  be 
made  use  of  for  the  purposes  therein  contained."  The 
next  section  enabled  the  vestry  to  punish  the  poor  in 
the  workhouse  refusing  to  work,  and  to  reward  the 
meritorious ;  the  56th  and  57th  related  to  the  relief  of 
the  casual  poor ;  the  59th  directed  the  penalties  be  paid 
to  the  treasurer,  and  applied  to  the  purposes  of  the 
Act ;  the  60th  specified  the  mode  of  recovering  them. 


The  62nd  clause  was  that  on  which  the  information 
relied,  and  was  to  this  effect,  "  and  whereas  there  are  two 
commons  or  parcels  of  waste  ground  situated  in  the 

manor 
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^»anor  of  Sheens,  otherwise  West  Sheene,  otherwise  Mich" 
^(mdj  one  known  by  the  name  of  Pe$t  House  Common, 
^nd  the  other  by  the  name  of  the  HUl  Common,  which 
comnQons  have  long  continued  in  an  uncultivated  state, 
and   Iiave  been  of  little  use  or  advantage  to  those  having 
a  ri^ht  of  common  in  the  manor  aforesaid;"  and  re- 
citing a  grant  in  1770,  of  the  manor  of  Sheene  to  Queen 
C/k€M^lotte  for  life ;  and  reciting  that  their  Majesties  were 
willing  to  grant,  '^  and  the  freehold  and  copyhold  te^ 
Aan  t.8  having  a  right  of  common  were  desirous  to  inclose, 
suclft  parts  of  the  said  commons  as  may  be  deemed  ne- 
cessary for  building  a  workhouse  thereon,  and  for  ap- 
propriating ground  for  a  new  burial-place  for  the  parish 
of    Hichmond^  (in  case  the  vestiy  should  deem  part  of 
the    said  commons  fit  and  proper  for  a  burial-ground), 
''  a,nd  for  the  employment  and  support  of  the  poor  of 
the    said  parish,"  it  was  enacted,  that  their  Majesties 
mi^lit  grant  and  convey  to  the  vestry  ''  such  parts  of 
the     said  commons  as  should  appear  and  be  deemed 
neo^ssary  for  the  purposes  before  mentioned;"  and  the 
^esCry  was  authorized  after  the  making  the  grant  to 
inolcse  the  parts  of  the  common  granted  "  for  the  pur- 
poses before  mentioned,  or  either  of  them,  and  such 
parts  of  the  said   commons  so  inclosed  and   divided 
shall  be  and  shall  be  considered  as  the  sole  and  exclu- 
si V e  property  of  the  vestry  of  the  parish  of  Richmond^* 
^^^   should  be  held   by  the  vestrymen  for  ever,  dis- 
charged from  all  right  of  common  whatsoever,  ^^in  trust 
y^  the  purposes  before  mentioned  or  either  of  them." 

*  he  66th  and  66th  sects,  directed,  that  the  poor  of 

J^^^  should  be  received  into  the  workhouse  to  be  buih 

^^  ttichmondy  and  treated  in  the  same  manner  as  the 

'^T  of  Richmond;  the  68th  enabled  the  King  to  shut  up 

a  Wne  or  footway  called  Love  Lane,  leading  from  the 

T^orth  end  of  Richmond  to  KeWy  and  the  last  section 

made  it  a  public  Act. 

The 
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The  information  now  came  on  upon  a  motion  for  a 
decree. 

The  Solicitor- General  (Sir  R.  Bethelt),  and  Mr. 
T.  H.  Terrell  in  support  of  the  information.  This  is 
strictly  a  charity,  to  be  administered  by  the  vestry  of 
Richmond,  This  property  is  held  by  them  expressly 
''  in  trust/'  and  the  objects  of  the  trusts  are  defined  to  be 
the  poor,  and  for  the  supply  of  materials  for  their  em- 
ployment. The  62nd  section  of  the  act  is  express;  the 
common  when  granted  is  to  be  held  ''  in  trust  for  the 
purposes  before  mentioned,  or  either  of  them/'  and 
those  purposes  are  in  the  previous  section  stated  to  be : 
first,  for  building  a  workhouse ;  secondly,  to  provide  a 
new  burial-ground ;  and  thirdly,  **  for  the  employment 
and  support  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish. 

The  grant  by  the  King  follows  the  terms  of  the  act; 
the  property  is  to  be  held  "  in  trust"  to  build  a  work- 
house, and  provide  a  burial-place  on  the  Pest  House 
Common,  and  as  to  the  other  parts  "  in  trust  for  the 
employment  and  support  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish/' 

This  being  the  charitable  trust,  it  must  be  an  im- 
proper disposition  of  the  rents  to  apply  them  in  aid  of 
the  poor-rates,  by  which  the  trustees  and  other  rate- 
payers are  relieved  and  benefited,  or  towards  the  gene- 
ral charges  and  expenses  of  the  parish.  In  the  Attorney^ 
General  v.  The  Corporation  of  Rochester  (a),  the  trusts 
were  to  apply  the  rents  for  a  provision  for  flax  and 
hemp,  and  other  necessary  stuff  to  set  the  poor  of  the 
said  city  at  work,  according  to  the  statute  of  the  18th 
Eliz, ;  the  Court  considered,  that  the  employment  of 
the  surplus  rents  in  payment  of  the  parish  and  borough 
rates  was  improper,  and  could  not  be  allowed  to  be  con- 
tinued, and  a  scheme  was  directed. 

The 


(a)  Matter  of  the  Rolls,  25 
Julj/f  1S53 ;  affirmed  by  the  Lords 
Justices,  16  Feb.  1S54;  and  see 
Attorney-General  v.  Wilkinson,  I 


Beav,  370;  Attorney-General  v. 
Clarke,  Ambl.  422;  Attorney- 
General  v.  Bovill,  1  Phil.  762. 
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Tbe  application  made  to  this  Court  in  1844  shews, 
that  t.he  vestry  considered  this  a  charity  property,  for 
the  proceedings  were  intituled,  ''In  the  Matter  of  the 
Richmond  Parish  Charity  Lands." 

This  is  a  charity  for  the  benefit  of  the  poor  of  the 
parisli  generally  in  the  largest  and  most  general  sense, 
and  t.be  vestry  must  keep  the  income  of  this  charity 
distirkct  from  the  ordinary  rates  provided  for  the  relief  o 
the  poor.  They  cited  The  Attorney-General  v.  The 
Corporation  of  Exeter  (a). 

M^r,  iJ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Selwyn,  contrd.  This  is 
°^^  t.be  case  of  a  voluntary  gift  of  property,  simply 
for  the  benefit  of  the  poor,  but  an  arrangement  between 
^^  lord  of  a  manor  and  commoners  of  the  parish,  sane- 
^oned  by  the  legislature,  for  the  application  of  a  portion 
^^  the  waste  to  parish  purposes,  and  for  the  benefit 
^^^  relief  of  the  contracting  parties.  The  commons 
^^  Question  belonged  to  his  late  Majesty,  as  lord  of  the 
™^nor,  and  to  the  parishioners  having  commonable 
"Shta  thereon ;  and  the  parish,  requiring  a  new  work- 

^•^Be  and  cemetery,  it  was  arranged,  that  they  should 
^  provided  for  out  of  the  waste,  and  part  of  the  con- 
^'^eration  given  by  the  parish  was  shutting  up,  for  the 
convenience  of  the  crown,  the  lane  passing  from  Kew 

^  Richmond.  A  workhouse  having  been  provided,  pro- 
▼*Biou  was  then  made  for  the  employment  of  the  poor 
^*^^rein,  in  the  terms  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth.     If  the 

^^^B  had  remained  in  their  original  state,  and  had  been 

'^ployed  by  the  parish  officers,  with  the  assent  of  the 
Co^jj^  as  a  rope-walk   or  garden   or  dairy  land,  the 
^torney- General  could  not  have  interfered  and  pre- 
^^Oted  the  lands  or  the  profits  being  applied  to  parish 
P^*T>ose8,  nor  could  he  have  deprived  the  parish  of  the 
P'^ofit^  of  the  undertaking.     If  not,  how  can  he  inter- 
fere 
(a)  2  Htfst.  45  and  3  Run.  395. 
ZXI.  R 
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^^v^^      has  been  sanctioned  by  Parliament?  This  is  an  attei 
The 
Attobhkt-    ^  bring  parish  property  within  Uie  jurisdiction  of 

QmwnAh     Charity  CSommissioners,  and  to  convert  a  private  int 

public  trust 

The  preamble  and  every  clause  in  the  act  tend  < 
way,  and  shew  that  it  passed  for  the  better  enabling  1 
▼estry,  elected  by  the  parish,  to  manage  the  paroeli 
affairs.  The  old  workhouse  was  an  ordinary  put 
poorhouse,  the  new  one  is  substituted  for  it,  and  i 
same  may  be  said  of  the  burial-ground.  The  act  i 
pressly  directs,  that  the  moneys  to  be  received  from  1 
profits  of  the  work  ''  shall  go  in  aid  of  the  poor  rati 
(s.  62.)f  and  all  the  moneys  are  to  be  paid  into  a  comm 
fund,  but  if  the  Informant's  contention  be  correcti  l 
vestry  must  keep  the  money,  the  accounts  and  the  inot^ 
separate  and  apart  from  the  parish  moneys,  accounts  8 
income,  and  they  must  be  separately  applied,  a  th 
altogether  contrary  to  the  meaning  of  the  act  and 
intention  of  the  contracting  parties,  and,  in  truth 
thing  perfectly  impossible. 

The  other  clauses,  and  the  whole  scope  of  the  s 
shew,  that  this  is  a  parish  act,  and  that  the  trusts 
strictly  parochial.  Thus  the  40th  clause  vests  the  p 
perty  of  every  description  in  the  workhouse  in  the  vest 
exactly  as  in  ordinary  cases  it  is  vested  in  the  oversea 
The  41st  gives  power  to  raise  money  for  the  purpo 
of  the  act  by  rates,  and  by  the  42nd,  the  money 
borrowed  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  rates;  the  51st 
thorizes  the  employment  of  the  poor,  and  the  52 
provides,  that  the  money  arising  therefrom  shall  go  ' 
aid  of  the  poor  rates"  One  common  fund  seems  to 
provided  to  meet  the  parish  wants. 

The  continued  custom  from  the  passing  of  the  ac 
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Ae   present  time  shews  the  meaning  and  true  inter-        1865. 

pretation  of  the  act.  ^-^^^"^ 

The 
^  tttmey-General  v.  Hcelis  (a) ;  Attorney- General  v.     ^j^^*|[^^" 
iAe     Corporation  of  Berwick-upon-Tweed (Jb\  and  the  v. 

Poor  Xjslw  Statutes  (c),  were  also  cited. 

M:^.    Terrell,  in  reply. 

^^^  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls  reserved  jndgment. 


Bliiaid. 


\ 


^'Ae  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

^*^i^  IS  an  information  filed  ex  officio  by  her  Majesty's 
AttoT-r^ey-General,  in  consequence  of  a  certificate  by  the 
Ch^ritj  Commissioners  of  24th  July,  1864,  stating 
mat^ters  specially  to  the  Attorney-General,  and  thereby 
suggesting  to  him  the  propriety  of  calling  for  the  in- 
^'^*^«"eiice  of  this  Court  accordingly. 

*^^e  Attorney-General,  by  his  Information,  prays  a 

declarHtion,  that  the  appropriation  of  the  income  of  this 

charity  is  at  variance  with  the  proper  objects  of  it,  and 

with   the  Act  of  Parliament  establishing  it,  and  asks  for 

*  ^<ilieme  for  the  future  application  of  the  income  of  the 

c^arity^  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  future  appli- 

^"On  of  it  as  at  present,  and  for  an  account  of  the  rents 

of  it, 

*^*^e  land  was  given,  and  the  trusts  on  which  it  was 

*^  held  were  declared  by  the  statute  of  the  25th  Geo. 

'  ^-  41.     The  contest  is,  whether  these  trusts  are  for 

^  ""elief  of  the  poor,  in  aid  of  the  poor  rates,  and  other 

P^^'ochial  burdens  of  the  parish  of  Richmond,  in  Surrey, 

^  whether  these  trusts  are  for  the  poor,  wholly  inde- 

P®*Jdent  of  the  rates  and  other  parochial  burdens  and 

'^  ''Poses.     I  think  it  material  to  observe,  that  in  either 

^•^t,  the  trusts  are  charitable,  and  that  this  Court  will, 

when 

S?>   ^  Sim.  4  St.  67. 
^^J     Tom/vii.  239. 


Dec  4. 


Tamfyn,  239. 


(c)  3  Chitiif't  Stat.  (WeL  Sr 
Beavan't  edition),  634. 
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when  called  upon,  see  that  the  income  of  the  li 
duly  applied  according  to  the  charitable  trusts 
whether  they  are  for  the  benefit  of  the  parv 
wliether  they  are  for  the  benefit  of  the  poor  ezcli 
of  the  parish.  I  think  it  the  more  necessary  to 
this  observation,  because,  in  my  opinion,  notwithats 
the  respect  I  naturally  feel  for  the  certificate  < 
Charity  Commissioners,  and  the  ex  officio  infori 
of  the  Attomey-Oeneral  filed  in  consequence  oj 
Certificate,  the  whole  proceeding  b  founded  on  i 
apprehension,  arising,  in  a  great  measure,  from  tlu 
of  a  proper  appreciation  of  the  circumstances. 


The  whole  question  depends  on  the  construct 
the  statute  25  Oeo.  3,  which  I  shall  go  throi 
detail ;  but,  before  doing  so,  I  think  it  material  t 
to  the  Act  of  6  Oeo.  3,  in  substitution  for  which  t 
in  question  was  passed.  It  relates  exclusively  to 
purposes,  with  the  exception  of  shutting  up  a  < 
road.  The  Act  of  25  Geo,  3  repeals  this  statute, 
is  thus  intituled: — [The  Master  of  the  Roli 
stated  the  effect  of  the  various  clauses  of  the  Act,  r 
the  38M  section  and  the  50th  and  Slst^a).] 

If  any  doubt  could  have  arisen  from  the  othe 
of  the  act,  these  two  sections  would,  in  my  0| 
have  been  sufficient  to  determine  what  the  chi 
and  nature  of  this  charity  was  to  be,  and  what  the 
were  of  the  income  to  be  derived  from  the  land 
The  question  is,  were  these  trusts  for  the  benefit 
poor  (so  to  be  received  into  the  workhouse)  ap8 
distinct  from  the  parish,  or  were  they  to  be  i 
benefit  of  the  parish  and  in  aid  of  its  burdens? 
former,  and  the  poor  to  be  admitted  were  to  be  1 
without  any  view  to  general  parochial  purposes 


(a)  See  ante,  p.  238. 
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vrould  have  been  treated  in  a  manner  wholly  foreign  to 
the  whole  scope  and  purpose  of  this  act ;  they  must,  in 
that  case  have  been  treated  somewhat  in  the  character 
of  almspeople;  but  how  inconsistent  with  such  an  idea 
is  the  fact,  that  they  are  compellable  to  work  by  punish- 
ment, at  the  will  of  the  vestrymen,  and  that  the  produce 
of  their  labour  is  to  be  taken  from  them  and  sold,  and 
the  money  arising  therefrom  is  not  to  be  applied  for 
their  benefit,  but  to  go  in  aid  of  the  poor  i*ates. 

The  62nd  is  that  on  which  the  information  relies,  it 
is  to  this  effect : — [His  Honor  read  it  (a).]  The  words 
ased,  are  "  for  the  employment  and  support  of  the  poor 
or  the  parish;"  the  question  then  arises,  how  are  the 
poor  to  be  employed  and  supported  ?  The  answer  is, 
in  the  manner  specified  in  the  remaining  sections  of 
the  act,  viz.  they  are  to  be  employed  in  compulsory 
^ork.  in  the  workhouse  for  the  benefit  of  and  in  aid 
^f  the  poor  rates. 

I  shall,  however,  return  to  the  consideration  of  these 
Words  when  I  have  noticed  the  remaining  sections  of 
^^      ^ct.     [His  Honor  next  adverted  to  the  remaining 

*^  declare  that,  after  the  most  attentive  perusal,  I  have 
'^^•^  wholly  unable  to  discover  any  thing  that  should 
^^^^e  this  gift  other  than  a  gift  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
tb^    parish  of  Richmond^  in  the  manner  there  specified. 

-Assuming  it  to  be  perfectly  clear  that  a  gift  simply 

**  •ot  the  employment  and  support  of  the  poor  of  a 

p^f  ish"  would  not  enable  the  produce  or  income  arising 

frotti  that  gift  to  be  employed  in  aid  of  the  rate  payers, 

t^^t  principle  cannot  regulate  a  case  such  as  the  present, 

"^Vx^re  the  gift  itself  proceeds  to  specify  the  particular 

employment  and  support,  for  the  purpose  of  providing 

"^tich  the  gift  is  made.     Here  the  words  "  employment 

and 
(a)  See  ante,  p.  238. 
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and  support"  are  specified  in  the  provisions  of,  and  i 
explained  by  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  whole  A 
Thus  the  title  of  the  Act  is,  "  For  the  Relief  and  Ei 
ployment  of  the  Poor  of  the  Parish;"  and  the  wc 
''relief  appears  to  me,  throughout  this  Act,  to  point 
the  same  end  as  the  word  **  support,"  although,  unl 
received  into  the  house,  the  poor  would  not  be  whc 
supported  by  the  parish. 

The  Act  then  specifies  how  persons  are  to  be  reliei 
and  employed,  that  is,  they  are  to  be  relieved  by  t 
levying  of  rates  from  the  inhabitants  able  to  pay  then 
which  are  to  go  into  and  form  a  common  fund,  wit 
certain  matters  afterwards  specified,  and  out  of  the  fuD 
so  created  a  sufiicient  sum  is  to  be  applied  for  the  su] 
port  or  relief  of  the  poor  who  are  incapable  of  supportii 
themselves. 

This  being  the  mode  in  which  they  are  to  be  su 
ported,  how  then  are  they  to  be  employed  ?  Why,  th< 
are  to  be  employed  by  being  compelled  to  work  at  t! 
workhouse  at  the  will  of  the  vestrymen,  who  may,  1 
punishment,  enforce  the  performance  of  this  work,  ai 
the  produce  of  it  is  to  be  sold  and  the  money  appli< 
"in  aid  of  the  poor's  rates;"  that  is,  the  rates,  tl 
money  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  produce  and  tl 
labour  of  the  poor  in  the  workhouse,  are,  together  wi 
the  penalties,  to  form  the  common  parochial  fund 
the  hands  of  the  treasurer. 

What  limit  is  there  imposed  by  this  Act  as  to  tl 
mode  in  which  the  vestrymen  might  employ  the  poor 
the  workhouse  ?  Might  they  not  employ  them  in  diggii 
and  planting  the  ground  as  a  garden,  as  well  as  with 
the  walls  of  the  workhouse  itself?  If  they  might,  st 
the  produce  of  their  labour  was  to  go  in  aid  of  the  po 
rates,  that  is,  the  produce  derived  from  the  use  of  tl 

lai 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


247 


land  granted  was  to  be  so  applied.  It  was  suggested 
that  it  might  have  been  used  for  a  rope-walk,  or  for 
pasturing  cattle.  I  see  nothing  in  the  Act  to  prevent 
ity  and  if  so,  the  produce  would  clearly  have  gone  to 
the  purposes  of  the  Act,  viz.  to  the  common  parochial 
fund .  In  fact,  this  is,  throughout,  a  mere  parish  Act, 
in  some  respects  of  an  unusual  character,  but  still  a 
mere  parish  Act,  to  regulate  the  parish  of  Richmond. 

1 1;  is  no  slight  matter  also,  in  a  case  of  this  descrip- 
tiorm,  that  the  conduct  of  the  vestrymen  and  the  appli- 
cation of  the  produce  of  the  land  seems  to  have  been 
uniform  from  the  passing  of  the  Act  tilt  the  present 
tin'^^t  ^iz.  for  seventy  years,  during  which  time  it  has 
oever  for  one  moment  been  supposed  by  any  one,  till 
tine  Charity  Commissioners  gave  this  certificate,  that  the 
trosts  for  which  this  land  was  given,  and  the  purposes 
for  which  the  income  of  it  were  to  be  applied,  were  other 
thaD  parochial  trusts  and  parochial  purposes. 

It  would  seem  to  me  (as  I  suggested  at  the  com- 

^cnceinent  of  my  observations)  as  if  this  information 

*^ad    arisen   out  of  a  misapprehension  of  what  is  the 

leaning  and  extent  of  the  word  "charity"  or  "cha- 

ntable  trust,"  as  applied  to  these  cases;  a  misappre- 

»iension  not  confined  to  the  Charity  Commissioners,  but 

participated  in,  if  not  by  the  vestrymen,  at  least  by  their 

vestry  clerk.    This  is  shewn  by  the  communications  on 

"^"*  sides,  set  forth  in  the  information.     Both  parties 

seena  to  have  thought,  that  if  it  could  be  proved  that 

tne  land  had  been  given  for  charity  purposes,  it  could 

not  be  applied  towards  the  relief  of  parochial  burdens. 

Accordingly,  great  reliance  seems  to  have  been  placed 

uy  the  Charity  Commissioners,  on  a  fact,  which  is  pro- 

tnmently  put  forward  in  the  information,  though   (as 

indeed  was  to  be  expected  from  the  Counsel  engaged) 

not  much  in  the  argument,  but  which  appears  to  me 

to 
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to  be  wholly  immaterial.  The  fact  is  this:— that  irr-i 
December,  1844,  aa  application  was  made,  under  th^ 
52  Geo.  3,  c.  101,  to  this  Court,  to  approve  of  a  schema 
for  granting  building  leases  of  these  charity  lands,  afteK  s 
which  a  scheme  was  approved  and  the  property  let  ocs 
building  leases  accordingly. 

It  is  the  rule  of  this  Court,  that  a  long  lease,  such  asj 
would  be  required  for  building  purposes,  and  which  isi 
a  partial  alienation  of  charity  property,  cannot  be  validly' 
made  without  the  sanction  either  of  Parliament  or  o^ 
this  Court.  The  Act  which  gave  the  land  gave  no  suchC 
power,  and  therefore  the  vestrymen,  who  are  the  trustees^ 
of  this  charity,  came  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  anc^ 
obtained  its  sanction,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  thennii 
to  grant  building  leases.  This  application  was  regular- 
and  necessary;  the  mistake  made  is,  in  supposing  tbar^ 
this  application  to  Chancery  could  vary  or  affect  th^ 
original  trusts  of  the  charity.  That  this  land  wai^ 
charity  land  given  in  trust  for  public  charitable  pur — 
poses  cannot  be  disputed,  even  assuming  that  my  con — 
struction  is  correct,  and  that  the  trusts  on  which  th^ 
land  in  question  is  given  are  to  relieve  the  burdens  o^ 
the  parish  of  Richmond.  If  it  had  not  been  g^iven  by 
statute,  it  would  have  been  within  the  Statute  of  Mort- 
main. 

Money  and,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Mortmain 
Act,  land  given  for  the  benefit  of  a  parish  and  in  aid  of 
their  general  parochial  burdens  is  a  perfectly  good  and 
valid  charitable  trust,  and  one  which  will  be  enforced 
by  this  Court,  although  for  the  benefit  of  rate-payers. 
In  fact,  the  relief  of  public  burdens,  as  the  payment  of 
fifteenths,  of  setting  out  soldiers,  and  of  other  taxes,  is 
one  of  the  branches  of  charity  specified  in  the  preamble 
of  the  Statute  of  Elizabeth  (43  Eliz.  c.  4).  This  mis- 
conception seems,  as  I  have  observed,  to  have  extended 

to 
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to    die  Defendants,  for  the  information  states,  that  by 
the     reply  of  the  vestry  clerk  to  the  application  of  the 
Chstrity  Commissioners  he  disputes  the  charitable  nature 
of    'the  trusts  created  by  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  instead  of  being  satisfied  with  saying  that 
th^    tnists  on  which  the  land  was  given  were  duly  and 
properly  performed.     I  entertain  no  doubt  but  that  the 
land  is  held  on  charitable  trusts  within  the  meaning  of 
tfa^    Charitable  Trusts  Act,  and  that  if  the  income  of  it 
^i^e*"^  misapplied,  as,  for  instance,  if  the  income  of  it  had 
been  applied  in  the  building  of  almshouses,  and  in  the 
support  therein,  in  idleness,  of  a  few  favoured  alms- 
people,  or  for  other  purposes  wholly  foreign  to  the  parish 
^^^  -Richmond  ^nd  the  trusts  specified  in  the  Act,  that  this 
Couirt  would  interfere  at  the  instance  of  the  Charity 
^^ODDOiissioners.     But  my  decision  is,  that  on  the  evi- 
dence before  me,  the  income  does  not  appear  to  have 
^^^u    misapplied,   but  that   it   appears   to  have  been 
applied  in  aid  of  the  poor  rates  of  the  parish  of  Rich- 
*!Wojic?^  which,  in  my  opinion,  was  the  charitable  trust  for 
^nich  this  land  was  granted,  and  which  is  specified  by 
the    provisions  of  the  statute  in  question,  and  that,  if 
othei^^ise  employed,  this  Court  would,  if  called  upon, 
^^^teff^re  to  prevent  such  employment. 

*     abstain  from  going  into  any  question,  whether  the 

P^risli  of  Richmond  was  a  purchaser,  by  the  surrender 

^lie  rights  of  common  given  up  by  the  parishioners 

^'^^O  the  grant  was  made.     I  think  it  only  material  to 

^y>    that  this  being  a  suit  for  the  purpose  of  rectifying 

^  i:iial-administration  of  this  property,  it  appears  to  me 

■^^ve  been  and  to  be  administered  according  to  the 

^^t»  on  which  it  was  given  seventy  years  ago,  and  on 

^*^li  it  has  constantly  since  been  administered. 


1855. 


"^^te  result  is,  that  the  information  must  be  dismissed. 
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Nov.  26. 
Dec.  3. 

Taxation  or- 
dered, at  the 
instance  of 
cestuis  que 
trust,  of  a  bill 
incurred  in  re- 
spect of  a 
trust  estate  by 
trustees,  both 
being  now 
dead;  but  any 
balance  due 
from  the  solici- 
tor was  ordered 
to  be  paid  into 
Court,  to  a 
separate  ac- 
count and  not 
to  the  Pe- 
titioners. 


In  re  HALLETT. 

TN  1817,  upon  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  JBar- 
^  nard,  some  property  had  been  settled  on  the  usual 
trusts  for  themselves  and  their  children. 

Mr.  Hallett,  who  had  been  employed  as  solicitor  of 
the  trust,  had  received  part  of  the  trust  moneys,  and  had 
been  the  solicitor  in  a  suit  in  which  Mr.  Newman  and  Mr. 
Ainger  had  been  appointed  new  trustees,  through  his 
instrumentality. 

Ainger  died  in  1848,  and  Newman  was  stated  to 
have  died  in  1852,  but  the  cestuis  que  trust  alleged  that 
they  were  totally  unacquainted  with  Newman^  and 
utterly  ignorant  where  he  died,  or  who  were  his  legal 
personal  representatives.  They  stated  they  had  re- 
peatedly applied  to  Hallett  to  afford  them  such  infor- 
mation, with  a  view  to  obtain  an  order  for  the  taxation 
of  the  trust  bills  of  costs,  and  the  delivery  of  the  trust 
accounts,  at  the  instance  of  the  persons  entitled,  at 
law,  to  require  the  payment  of  what  should  be  found 
due  on  the  balance  of  the  accounts  and  the  taxation  of 
the  bills  of  costs,  and  if  necessary  to  obtain  the  appoint- 
ment of  new  trustees  for  that  purpose,  but  that  Hallett 
refused  to  afford  them  any  such  information. 

The  parents  and  children  (the  cestuis  que  trust  under 
the  settlement)  presented  a  petition  for  the  taxation 
of  the  trust  bills  of  costs,  under  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c. 
73,  s.  39,  authorizing  taxation  at  the  instance  of  the 
party  chargeable.  These  bills  of  costs  were  mixed 
up  with  other  bills  against  Mr.  Barnard  personally. 
The   petition   prayed,   as   usual,   the   payment  of  the 

balance 
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'^^lance  of  the  trust  funds  by  the  solicitor  to  the  Pe-        1856. 
^^Uoners.    The  question  was  as  to  the  right  to  taxation,      ^^^ 
^d,  incidentally,  a  question  arose,  as  to  what    was     Hallett. 
^  be  done,  in  case  anything  should,  under  the  usual 
Ner,  be  found  due  from  the  solicitor  to  the  trust. 

Af  r.  JR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  V.  C.  Knight,  in  support 
^f  the  petition. 

Afr.  Roupett,  contrd. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

K  ^Ci  is  clear,  that  an  order  for  taxation  niust  be  made, 
^'^^^J  €ct  to  the  question  of  costs,  as  to  which  I  will  read 
^*^^      affidavits. 

-^  "fc  is  admitted  by  Mr.  Palmer,  that  I  cannot  order  the 
"^  ^^  '■c^^^ey  found  due  from  the  solicitor  to  be  paid  to  the 
^"^  Stioners,  for  if  it  were  paid  over,  that  would  be  no 
^^^^^^mnity  to  the  solicitor  against  any  breach  of  trust. 


due  from  the  so- 
must  direct  it  to 


^;;^-  If  any  balance  should  appear  to  be 

-       ^  "'^i^r,  in  respect  of  the  trust  estate,  I 

r^^  '^aid  into  Court,  to  an  account  to  be  intituled  "  The 

^^^  ^^^^sts  of  the  Marriage  Settlement  of  Mr.  and   Mrs. 

^^^^mard/*    I  will  afterwards  state  what  I  will  do  as  to 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  said  that  he  was  not  sa-  Dec.  3. 
^^Bfied  as  to  the  conduct  of  either  party,  and  though  he 
^ad  somewhat  waivered  in  opinion  on  the  matter,  he 
^ad  ultimately  come  to  the  conclusion,  after  taking  into 
consideration  the  conflict  of  the  evidence,  that  the 
proper  course  would  be  to  give  no  costs  to  either  side 
of  the  petition. 
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Dec.  11,  12. 


VIVIAN  V.  MORTLOCK. 


Construction  T^Y  the  marriage  settlement  of  the  Plaintiflf  and  his 
of  the  word         Jr>         T     J-  r    .     1  *  J-     *       * 

"  residue."       "^     wife,  divers  sums  of  stock  were  vested  m  trustees, 

^■^"d  "^  '^P^"  *'""®^  ^  P^y  ^^^  income  to  the  wife  during  their 
power,  by  will,  joint  lives,  and  to  the  survivor  for  his  or  her  life,  and 
truu?uird,of  ^^^^  ^"^  ^^^^^  ^^^  decease  of  the  PlaintiflF,  and  in  case 
which  2,000/.  there  should  be  no  issue  and  the  wife  should  pre- 
immedfately,     decease  him,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  capital  stock  to  such 

and  the  re-  persons  as  the  wife  should  by  will  appoint,  and  as  to 
mamdersub-     J"  i  .      i     ,  i 

iect  to  her  hus-  2,000/.,  to  be  raised  thereout,  upon  trust  to  pay  the 

temuhlrin"  ^^^  '"  ^^®  Plaintiff's  lifetime,  notwithstanding  his  life 
She  appointed  interest,  to  such  persons  as  the  wife  should  by  will 
the  2000/.,  aud  .   ^ 

directed  the       appoint- 
trustees,  after 

the  husband,  There  was  no  issue  of  the  marriage.    The  wife  pre- 

to  stand  pos-  deceased  the  Plaintiff,  and  by  her  will  appointed  the 

"  residue"  of  2,000Z.  to  be  paid  immediately  after  her  decease,  and  she 

payment  ^  directed  the  trustees,  from  and   immediately  after  the 

thereout  of  the  death  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  stand  possessed  of  the  residue 

trust  to  pay  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  fiind,  after  payment  thereout  of  the  2,000/., 

VOO/.  as  the  upon  trust  to  raise  and  pay  the  sum  of  6,700/.  to  such 

should  ap-  persons  as  the  Plaintiff  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint, 

aD*"vthe  r%  ^^^  ^^  P^^  ^^^^  ^^  certain  persons  all  the  residue  of  the 

due  in  pay-  trust  fund,  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  certain  legacies, 

number  of  partly  charitable.     And  the  testatrix  declared,  that  in 

legacies.  The  case  the  trust  funds  thereby  appointed  should  be  insuf- 
busband  ap-       _   .         /.        ,  *.     n    i      .  .         .         it 

pointed  the       ncient  for  the  payment  of  all  the  legacies  given  by  the 

^'if^^H^ld!"*"  ^^"'  ^^^^  deficiency  should,  in  the  first  place,  be  made 
notwithstand-  good 

ing  there  was  a 

probability  that  the  fund  would  prove  insufficient  for  the  payment  of  all  the  Iccacies, 
that  he  was  entitled  to  immediate  payment  of  the  5,700/.  'llie  '•  residue"  applicable 
to  the  payment  of  the  legacies  (other  than  the  5,700/.)  being  held  to  mean  simply  what 
remained  after  payment  of  the  5,700/.,  and  not  a  proportionate  share  of  the  fund. 
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g^ood    out  of  the  charity  legacies  which  should  accord-        1855. 
ingly    abate. 

Tfae  charity  legacies  amounted  to  3,000/.  and  the 
otb^r  legacies  to  31,7002.,  and  the  trust  funds,  at  the 
th  ^  wcM  price  of  stock,  would  prod  uce  about  33,700/.,  leaving 
a.  Kct^iji^giQ  of  only  about  2,000/.  over  the  ordinary  legacies, 
^>^cJ^  by  a  fall  in  the  price  of  the  stock,  it  might,  at  the 
^^^  ^li  of  the  Plaintiff,  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  ordinary 
*^S'^*-^es  in  fulK 

^^  s  the  death  of  the  wife,  the  trustees  paid  the  2,000/., 

*^^»  t   ^hey  refused  to  pay  the  5,700/.  to  the  Plaintiff,  who  by 

^^^^^:3  had  appointed  that  sum  to  himself,  on  the  ground 

"  ^  *.,  although  in  case  of  a  deficiency,  the  charity  legacies 

^''^^^^^  to  abate  first,  still  there  might,  at  the  death  of  the 

*^^  Sntiffy  be  a  deficiency,  to  be  borne  in  part  by  the 

*^'  ^DOL  legacy,  and  if  that  should  so  happen,  they,  the 

*'^^-  ^^tees,  would  have  to  bear  the  loss,  in  case  they  now 

^^^^  that  legacy  in  full. 

^^le  Plaintiff,  however,  being  entitled  both   to  the 
'^^^me  and  the  principal,  claimed  immediate  payment 
^*^   -the  6,700/. 

iMr.  RoupeU  and  Mr.  Shapter,  for  the  Plaintiff,  con- 

^^^ded  that  the  word  "  residue"  was  to  be  taken  in  its 

^^oper  and  correct  sense,  as  meaning  what  remains  of  a 

^^sd  after  the  withdrawal  of  a  part,  and  not  as  meaning 

^  definite  share  of  it ;   Carter  v.  Taygart  (a) ;  Falkner 

^.  Butler  {b) ;  that  the  Plaintiff,  being  entitled  to  the 

^pital  of  6,700/.  and  to  the  intermediate  income  of  it, 

Mras  entitled  to  the  immediate  payment  of  that  sum ; 

3arford  v.  Street  (c) ;  Irwin  v.  Farrer  {d) ;  McQueen  v. 

FarquhaT{e)\  Firmin  v.  Pulham(f);    that  persons 

entitled 

(a)  16  Sim.  423.  {d)  19  Fes.  86. 

(b)  Ambl.  514.  («)  11  Ves,  467. 

(c)  16  Ve».  135.  ij)  2  DeG.if  Sm.  99. 
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entitled  to  a  future  payment  of  capital  have  a  right  to 
have  the  fund  appropriated  for  that  purpose,  and  if  they 
are  entitled  to  all  the  intermediate  income  also,  they 
have  a  right  to  immediate  payment;  Green  v.  Pigot  (a) ; 
and  that  the  Court  does  not  speculate  on  the  price  of 
stocks  ;  Gillibrand  v.  Goold  (6). 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Baggallay,  for  the  executors  of 
the  wife.  The  residue  in  this  case  means  a  definite 
share ;  Page  v.  Leapingwell  (c).  There  can  be  no  union 
of  the  interest  or  the  income  and  the  capital  of  the 
6,7002.  to  defeat  the  intent  of  the  testatrix,  who  meant 
that  her  husband's  appointee  should  not  enjoy  the 
capital  until  after  his  death,  and  that  the  fund  should 
be  distributed,  according  to  the  value  of  the  stock,  at  his 
death.  The  doctrine  as  to  appropriation  and  payment 
is  useful  in  administration  suits,  in  order  to  provide  for 
the  legacies  and  ascertain  the  residue,  but  it  has  no 
application  to  this  case. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Piggott,  for  the  trustees  of 
the  settlement. 

Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  the  5,700Z.  to  be 
raised  and  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  immediately,  and  the 
costs  to  be  paid  out  of  the  residue.  The  rest  of  the 
funds  to  be  transferred  into  Court,  and  the  income  to 
be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  for  life  or  until  further  order. 

(a)  1  Bro,  C.  C.  103;  1  Rop.  v.  Slranpcays,    14    Beav.    139; 
Leg,  793  (3rd  ed.).  Fetre  v.  PAre,  lb.  197  ;   Uewitt 

(b)  5  Sim.  156.  v.  George,  18  Beav.  622. 

(c)  18  Ves.  463 ;  and  see  Read 
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TENNANT  v.  HEATHFIELD. 

Dec,  11,  12. 

'X^UE  testator  gave  one-third  of  his  residuary  personal  As  a  general 
estate  in  trust  for  the  separate  use  of  his  daughter  beque«t  b"to 
S^'^aJ^,  the  wife  of  the  Rev.  Robert  Style,  for  life,  and  take  effect  after 
^^^^^    her  decease,  in  trust  for  her  children,  as  she  should  prfor  gift,^he* 

appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  in  trust  for  the  total  wilure  of 
/»K-i_«  .  11  /.  ,.  .,    the  latter  doei 

caiicli-en   in   equal   shares  as   follows: — "to  be   paid,  not  prevent 

tratasferred  or  assigned  to  such  child  or  children  in  {^quelrukin 

"J^^rnaer  following  (that  is  to  say),  to  a  son  or  sons  at  his  effect. 

^■*     "tlaeir  age  or  ages  of  twenty-one  years  respectively,  betweeiTa'^*^ 

®*"     "tc^  be  sooner  advanced  or  paid  for  or  towards  his  or  ■«'?«•  of  limi- 

^^i«*  preferment  or  advancement  in  the  world  respec-  pendent  on 

^^l:y,  at  the  discretion  of  my  trustees,  and  to  a  daugh-  ^^^  """^  *^°"' 
fe^  "^  .  tmgency,  and 

^•*    ^>r  daughters  at  her  or  their  age  or  ages  of  twenty-  successive 

o^^       years  or  day  or   days  of  marriage  respectively,  iaXnt"nded 

^''^""■^cih  shall  first  happen.     Provided  always,  and  I  do  to  take  effect 

^**^by  declare  my  will  to  be,  that  in  case  such  child  or  fa^ure  onfall 

^'^i^    of  such  children,  being:  a  son  or  sons  shall  attain  those  prior  to 
bi»         ,  ,   .  n  ,    .  to  it 

**»     her  or  their  age  or  ages  of  twenty-one,  or  bemg  a      Gift  to^. 

^^^  ^-»  ^hter  or  daughters  shall  attain  such  age  or  be  mar-  ^^  ^'^f»  *"^ 

*^^i   in  the  lifetime  of  their  mother,  the  other  shares  of  cease  to  her 

^^^t  child  or  children  respectively  of  or  in  the  trust  jJei^VthJir 

^^'^^^leys,  and  as  well  by  survivorship  or  otherwise,  shall,  death  before 

*"^^^^  thenceforth,  be  considered  as  vested  in  such  child  their  shares,  in 

^^^     •children  respectively,  and  be  transmissible,  but  shall  trust  for  her 
-  .       /  ^'  \  next  of  kin. 

be  paid  till  after  the  death  of  his  or  their  mother  The  daughter 

^^»l)ectively.     Provided  also,  and  I  do  hereby  likewise  "^^idrenf  ^^ 

^^^lare,  that  in  default  of  such  direction  or  appointment  Held  that  her 

^    aforesaid,  and  in  case  such  child  or  all  or  any  of  such  were  neverthe- 

^^^Idren  of  my  daughter  Sarah  shall  happen  to  die  less  entitled. 

^^"^re  his,  her  or  their  share  or  shares  respectively  of 

or 
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1866.  Of  iQ  ^®  ^d  ^^^  moneys  shall  become  vested  %j^ 
aforesaid,  my  said  trusteesi  &c.,  "  shall  stand  possessec^^ 
or  interested  in  the  trust  moneys  so  given  to  them,  incai 
UiATHFiELD.  tTost  foF  my  daughter  Sarah  as  aforesaid,  or  so  mach^ 
thereof  as  with  respect  to  a  son  or  sons  shall  not  havocs 
been  sooner  advanced  or  paid,  or  as  to  which  no  saclttf 
direction  or  appointment  shall  be  made  as  aforesaid,  in^ 
tmst .  for  t/ie  next  of  kin  of  my  daughter  Sarah  at  the^ 
time  of  her  decease,  according  to  the  Statute  of  Distri*^ 
bution  of  Intestates'  Personal  Estates,  exclusive  of 
said  present  or  any  future  husband. 


Sarah  Style  died  in  February ,  18&5,  without 
having  had  any  child.  She  left  the  Plaintiflb  her  sole 
next  of  kin,  who  claimed  the  trust  fund,  and  they  filed 
their  bill  to  compel  a  transfer. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendants,  the  trustees,  filed  a  de- 
murrer. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Rawlinson^  in  support  of  the 
demurrer.  The  next  of  kin  of  Sarah  Style  take  no  inte- 
rest in  the  fund,  which  belongs  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
testator.  The  gift  to  the  next  of  kin  is  dependent  on  the 
previous  gift  taking  effect  and  afterwards  failing,  and  as 
the  prior  gift  never  took  effect,  the  ulterior  gift  never  had 
any  operation.  The  condition  is  to  be  construed  strictly, 
and  therefore  the  gift  to  the  next  of  kin  of  Sarah  Style 
did  not  take  effect,  inasmuch  as  they  could  not  take 
through  the  prior  limitation.  In  Underwood y.  Wing  (a), 
it  was  contended,  that  there  was  a  series  of  limitations, 
and  that  if  the  previous  limitations  failed  to  take  effect 
the  fund  was  to  go  to  Wing,  that  it  was  in  fact  not  a 
gift  upon  condition,  but  one  of  a  series  of  limitations, 

but 
(a)  4  De  G.,  M.  ^  G.  633,  affirming  19  Beao.  459. 
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but  the  argument  failed.  They  referred  to  Jones  v.  1855. 
W^egf coiwft  (a) ;  Dot  d.  Watson  v.  Shipphard  (6),  which 
i^as  a  demise  of  lands  to  the  testator's  daughter,  if  she 
survived  her  husband,  for  life,  and  after  her  death  to  Heathiibwi. 
r^rtain  uses ;  the  daughter  died  before  the  husband ;  and 
^  was  held,  that  the  limitations  over  did  not  take  effect; 
tnd  to  Andreey.  Ward{c),  where  the  strict  construction 
as  adopted ;  and  Lee  v.  Bitsk  {d),  and  Ex  parte 
-^^agers  (e\  where  the  same  principle  prevailed. 

Adr.  22.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Selwyn,  contrct,  were  not 

^%e  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  said,  he  entertained  a 
^'trong  opinion  that  the  next  of  kin  of  the  daughter 
''^ere  entitled  to  the  fund,  but  he  reserved  judgment. 


3^€  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Dee.  12. 

I   Viave  looked  at  this  case  attentively,  and  have  con- 

^^dci^ed  the  argument,  but  I  am  confirmed  in  the  view 

^^^nicVi  I  took  of  the  case  yesterday.     The  question  is, 

^^^  "^Iher  the  gift  over  to  the  daughter's  next  of  kin  took 

^  ff^ect,  and  1  am  of  opinion,  that  it  does.     I  think  it 

^^^^y  be  stated,  as  a  general  rule,  that  when  a  bequest  is 

^^^  take  effect  after  the  failure  of  a  prior  gift,  the  total 

*5iUare  of  that  gift  does  not  prevent  the  ulterior  be- 

^^viest  taking  effect.     The  case  of  Jones  v.  Westcomb  (f) 

"^^as  a  very  strong  case;  but  neither  that  case  nor  the 

^^S€8  of  Andree  v.   Ward  (c),  and  Doe  d.   Watson  v. 

Shipphard 

ff)  Prec.  Ch.  316.  M.  Sf  G.  810. 

(/)  1  Dougl  75.  (e)  2  Madd.  449. 

}2  1  Huu.  260.  (/)  Free,  Ch.  316  and  I  Eq. 

W  14  Beav, 459  and 2  Df  G.,  Ca.  Ab,  245,  p/.  10. 

^^^.  XXI.  s 
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8hipphard(a\  to  which  I  was  referred,  appear  to  me 
to  apply  to  this  case.  In  the  latter  case,  the  question 
was,  whether  you  could  imply  an  estate;  that  is  not  the 
case  here. 


Underwood  v.  Wing  (b)  no  doubt  might  seem  to  have 
a  bearing  on  this  case,  but,  in  my  opinion,  it  has  not, 
and  it  is  perfectly  distinct.  I  adhere  to  the  decision  I 
came  to  in  that  case,  which  is  perfectly  distinguishable 
from  the  present.  In  Underwood  v.  Wing,  the  testator, 
Mr.  Underwood,  gave  the  whole  of  his  property  to  his 
wife,  and  in  case  she  died  in  his  lifetime,  then  to  bis 
children ;  and  on  failure  of  the  gift  to  the  children.  Tie 
gave  the  property  to  Mr.  Wing.  All  those  gifts,  no 
doubt,  failed,  but  they  failed  for  this  reason  : — because 
it  was  not  proved  that  the  wife  died  in  the  testator's  life- 
time, and  consequently  it  was  not  proved  that  the  event 
had  occurred  on  which  the  gift  was  to  take  place.  In 
that  case,  the  whole  series  of  limitations  depended  on  a 
contingency,  which  was  not  proved  to  have  happened. 
That  case  was  different  from  the  present,  where  each 
limitation  is  to  take  effect  on  the  failure  of  those  pre- 
ceding it. 


I  am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  the  plain  intention 
of  the  testator  was,  that  his  daughter  should  take  an 
estate  for  life,  and  on  her  death,  if  she  had  no  children 
who  took  a  vested  interest,  the  property  should  go  to 
her  next  of  kin  :  and  that  on  the  authority  of  Jones  v. 
Westcomb,  and  several  other  cases,  I  must  hold,  that 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  daughter,  at  her  death,  took  the 
fund,  and  that  there  was  no  intestacy. 

(fl)  1  Dovg.  75. 

(6)  19  Beav.  459  and  4  De  G.,  M,  ^  G,  633. 
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Dee.  17, 19, 
20. 

HARTOPP  V.  HARTOPP.  ^^^^- 

Jan.  15. 

T^HlS  was  a  bill  filed  to  set  aside  a  resettlement  of  Parental  influ- 
family  estates,  made  between  the  Plaintiff  JbAn  rablVfrom*^" 
^-   O.  Hartopp  and  his  father  Sir  William  E.  C.  Har-  firangementi 
4,^       -r>  1  .     •      1  Tx  /.      1  1  %      between  father 

^Vp9  Baronet  (the  pnncipal  Defendant),  on  the  grounds,  and  son  for  the 

*at   it  was  harsh  and  unreasonable  as  regarded  the  [[esewiement  of 
^.    .  ®  family  estates ; 

^'•mtiff  and  unduly  favourable  to  Sir  William  ;  that  the  but  its  ex- 

P'ainUff  did  not  fully  understand  the  nature  of  the  operaTio*n"Jre 

transaction,  and  had  no  separate  adviser;  that  he  acted  not  sufficient 

lender   the  parental  influence  of  Sir  William^  and  that  thetransac- 

^  Settlement  did  not  carry  into  effect  the  proposals  tion,  ifitbe 

^  '^     "^  not  exerted  for 

■S^eed  to  between  the  parties.  the  benefit  of 

the  person 
possessing  it. 

*^   circumstances    under  which    the    resettlement  tions be^een 

^^^**    executed  were    as    follows  : — On   the  death,  in  parent  and 

-^PWf,  1849,  of  Sir  Edmund  C.  Hartopp^  who  was  the  Regarded  with 

••^'^ivor  of  the  two  elder  brothers  of  Sir  William,  the  jealousy,  but, 

in  arrange- 
latter  ments  between 
#  father  and  son 

^^c  resettlement  of  family  estates,  if  the  resettlement  be  not  obtained  by  mis- 
J'^'J^ntatioo  or  suppression  of  the  truth,  if  the  father  acquires  no  personal  benefit, 
n^  if  the  settlement  is  a  reasonable  one,  the  Court  will  support  it,  even  though 
^     '^ther  did  exert  parental  authority  and  influence  over  the  son  to  procure  the 

luJr^^  Plaintiff  was  tenant  in  tail,  and  the  Defendant,  his  father,  tenant  for  life  of 
r"[^Jy  estates.  The  Plaintiff,  eleven  months  after  attaining  twenty-one,  being  in 
v^xiiaty  difficulties,  joined  his  father  in  a  resettlement  of  the  estates.  The  Court, 
^jj^^h  satisfied  that  parental  authority  and  influence  had  been  exerted  to  obtain  the 
J^*V'*<^  of  the  settlement,  but  not  for  the  father's  individual  advantage,  who  obtained 
^  ^^c^t  personal  benefit  from  it,  supported  the  settlement,  holding  that  a  jointure 
^  if  y  provided  for  the  son's  n)other  did  not  come  within  the  definition  of  benefit  to 
1^^.  ^^her,  and  that  the  postponement  of  the  son's  daughters  to  his  younger  brother 
^^  ^^t  unreasonable,  considering  that  thereby  the  estates  were  made  to  accompany 

J^Uiily  title. 
^^m      ^ne  party  be  acting  under  a  misapprehension,  and  the  other  la  accessory  to  it, 
^j^^^b  unintentionally,  the  transaction  cannot  stand. 

^"^^  ft  bill  to  set  aside  a  deed  in  toto,  the  Court  will  not  reform  it, 

s2 
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latter  became  entitled,  by  virtue  of  certain  family  settle- 
ments of  1777  and  the  will  of  Sir  Edmund,  to  the 
family  estates,  as  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
Plaintiff,  his  eldest  son,  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to 
Sir  Edmund  in  fee,  but  subject,  as  to  part,  to  a  charge 
of  10,000/.  for  the  portions  of  the  daughters  and  younger 
sons  of  Sir  William's  father,  and  a  terra  of  600  years 
for  raising  it.  Sir  William  was  also  seised  in  his  own 
right  of  certain  real  estate  in  fee  simple. 


On  the  21st  of  October,  1860,  the  Plaintiff  attained 
his  age  of  twenty-one  years.  He  had,  during  his 
minority,  incurred  debts,  and  in  April,  1860,  had  ap- 
plied to  Mr.  Roger  Miles,  the  family  solicitor,  or  to  his 
brother  Thomas  Miles,  the  agent  and  land  steward  of 
Sir  William  (which  of  the  two  did  not  on  the  evidence 
clearly  appear),  for  a  loan,  stating  the  object  for  which 
he  required  it.  The  solicitor  suggested  the  propriety  of 
resettling  the  family  estates,  and  the  suggestion  was 
acceded  to  by  the  father  and  son,  it  being  understood, 
though  not  expressed  in  words,  that  the  resettlement 
was  the  condition  on  which  the  Plaintiff  was  to  be  re- 
lieved from  his  difficulties.  Proposals  for  a  resettlement 
were  accordingly  drawn  up  by  the  solicitor,  which  were 
assented  to  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  which,  with  certain 
variations,  were  embodied  in  a  series  of  deeds  which 
were  executed  by  the  father  and  son.  Of  these  the 
material  one  bore  date  the  16th  September,  1861,  and 
this  the  bill  sought  to  set  aside. 


By  this  deed,  the  family  estates  (subject  to  the 
10,000/.,  and  the  500  years'  term  to  raise  the  same) 
were  re-settlcd  to  the  use  of  trustees  for  a  term  of  600 
years,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  expressed,  and  sub- 
ject thereto  to  such  uses  as  the  Plaintiff  and  Sir  WiU 
Ham  during  their  joint   lives  should  appoint,  and,  in 

default- 
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def&^ultof  appointQient  and  subject  thereto^  to  the  use 

that  the  Plaintiff  should,  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself 

and     Sir  William,  receive  an  annuity  of  400/,  which, 

hoi?vever,  was  to  cease  and  be  void  in  case  of  alienation 

by   the  Plaintiff,  in  any  manner,  whether  directly  or  by 

operation  of  law  ;  and,  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of  Sir 

WHiiiQf^  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  the  use  that  his 

wife,    the  Defendant  Lady  Hartopp,  should  receive  an 

ann  ui  tyof  400/.  for  life;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  Plain- 

tiuT    £c>|.  life^  remainder  to  the  use  of  trustees  for  a  term, 

upon   trust  to  raise  portions  for  the  Plaintiff's  younger 

chilciren  to  the  extent  of  6,000/.  if  but  one  child,  and 

^^    1 0,000/.  if  more  than  one  ;   remainder  to  the  use  of 

the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  Plaintiff  successively  in 

tail  Dcxale;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  Defendant  Ed- 

w«cnc/  Charles  Hartopp,  the  second  son  of  Sir  William, 

^^^  life;  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  successively, 

in     tail  male;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  third  and 

e^ery  other  younger  son  of  Sir  William  thereafter  to  be 

"^rn  successively,  in  tail  male ;    remainder  to  the  use 

^^   the  first  and  every  other  daughter  of  the  Plaintiff 

suocessively,  in  tail  male;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 

"•"St   and  every  other  daughter  of  Edmund  C  Hartopp 

^'^ocessively,  in  tail  male;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 

"■^t    and  every  other  daughter  of  Sir  William  then  or 

^"^^reafter  to  be  born  successively,  in  tail  male;    re- 

°^^inder  to  such  uses  as  the  Plaintiff  should  after  the 

^^^5186  of  Sir  William,  but  not  before,  by  deed  or  will 

appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  to  such  uses  as 

ir    William  and  Edmund  C.  Hartopp  should  at  any 

^"^^   after  the  decease  of  the  Plaintiff,  but  not  before, 

y  cl^ed  jointly  appoint,  and  in  default  of  such  appoint- 

_^^^,  to  the  use  of  Sir  William,  his  heirs  and  assigns. 
Th  '  o 

^^  trusts^  of  the  600  years'  term  were  declared  to  be, 

^  ^^ise  a  sum  not  exceeding  2,000/.  for  payment  of  the 

*^*titiff 's  debts,  and  a  sum  not  exceeding  4,000/.  for 

purchasing 


1865. 
Hartopp 

V. 

Hartopp. 
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purchasiDg  a  commission  in  the  army ;  and  the  Plainti 
was  thereby  empowered  to  grant  a  jointure  to  his  wif 
Hartopp  not  exceeding  800/.  a  year,  of  which  400/.  a  year  onl 
Hartopp.  ^^s  ^o  b^  payable  during  the  life  of  Sir  William,  if  I: 
should  survive  the  Plaintiif.  The  deed  contained  a  pn 
vision  for  taking  the  name  of  Hartopp,  by  the  husbanc 
of  daughters,  and  powers  of  leasing,  sale  and  exchaof 
and  partition* 

In  1847,  part  of  the  settled  estates  had  been  pu: 
chased  by  the  Midland  Railway  Company  for  6,675i 
and  in  December,  1851,  after  the  Plaintiff  came  of  ag« 
the  purchase  was  completed,  and  the  piece  of  land  wt 
duly  appointed  by  the  Plaintiff  and  Sir  IVilliam  to  tl 
company.    This  money,  being  subject  to  be  invested 
land,   Sir    IVilliam  conveyed    lands  adjacent    to  t. 
settled  estates  of  which  he  was  owner  in  fee,  of  fl 
estimated  value  of  7,331/.,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  r 
settlement,  and  he  received  the  6,675/.  for  his  own  \m 
He  then  advanced,  out  of  the  6,675/.,  2,000/.  to  pay 
Plaintiff's  debts,  and  2,000/.  for  a  commission,  and 
took  an  assignment  of  the  600  years'  term  to  a  trus 
to  secure  the  advance. 

The  solicitor  had  since  died,  and  the  original  proposal! 
as  agreed  to  by  the  Plaintiff  and  Sir  William,  had  beei 
lost;  but  the  Court  thought,  upon  the  evidence,  tha 
the  variations  from  them  in  the  resettlement  were  nc 
very  material.  The  provision  as  to  the  4,000/.  to  buy 
commission  was  struck  out  in  the  proposals  as  agreed  U 
but  was  introduced  into  the  resettlement  without  tl 
knowledge  either  of  the  Plaintiff  or  Sir  William,  pn 
bably  by  the  solicitor*  The  reason  might  have  been,  ths 
at  the  time  the  proposals  were  agreed  to,  the  Plainti 
had  lost  all  hope  of  obtaining  a  commission,  but  soc 
after  he  was  offered  one.     Again,  though  the  proposa 
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stci.'ied  that  the  Plaintiff's  annuity  was  not  to  be  anti-        1856. 
cipetedy  they  did  not  add^  that  any  attempt  to  do  so 
would  he  a  forfeiture. 


XJoder  these  circamstances,  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill 
to  set  aside  the  resettlement 

The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  R.  Bethell),  Mr.  Roupell 
*ncl  Mr.  Rudall,  for  the  Plaintiff,  cited  Hoghton  v. 
^^<^ht(m(fl)\    Tweddell  v.    TweddeU{b);    Gordon   v. 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  Pearson,  for  Sir  William 
^^^toppf  cited  Baker  v.  Bradley {d);  Stockley  v. 
^^<^chley  {e) ;  Winnington  v.  Foley  (/). 

^r.  RoU,  Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Bell,  for  the  other 
-"^^fendants. 

The  SoUcitar-Oeneral  in  reply. 

^Ae  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


th 


Uartopv 

V. 

Haetopv. 


7^  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls.  1856. 

Thig  case  is  one  which,  when  the  facts  are  fully  under*      Jim.  15. 
^^od,  presents  no  difficulty  to  embarrass  the  decision  of 
Court.  # 

The 

C«i  15  Bm«.  278.  (rf)  25  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  CL  7. 

C^i   Turn,  i  R.  13.  (e)  I  Ves.  6f  B.  23. 

(«>  a  9wmU.  400.  (/)  1  P.  Wm$.  535. 
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1856. 
Hartopp 

V, 

Haetopp. 


The  history  of  the  case  is  very  shortly  told.  The 
Plaintiff  is  the  eldest  son  of  Sir  William  Hariopp,  the 
Defendant,  who  succeeded  to  the  baronetcy  on  the 
death  of  his  brother  iu  April,  1849,  when  the  Plaintiff 
was  nineteen  and  a  half  years  old.  The  Plaintiff  had  no 
regular  allowance,  he  was  bred  for  the  army,  he  knew 
himself  to  be  the  heir  to  the  baronetcy,  to  which  a  con- 
siderable estate  was  attached,  the  reversion  of  which, 
subject  to  his  father*s  life  estate,  was  settled  on  himself, 
as  tenant  in  tail  as  to  part,  and  as  tenant  for  life  as  to 
the  remainder.  He  ran  into  considerable  expenses,  he 
dreaded  communicating  them  to  his  father,  and  raised 
money  by  bills  to  a  considerable  amount.  All  this  oc- 
curred while  he  was  a  minor.  About  six  months  before 
attaining  his  majority,  he  applied  either  to  his  father^s 
confidential  solicitor,  or  to  his  confidential  steward  and 
land  agent,  who  were  brothers,  to  obtain  for  him  the 
loan  of  a  sum  of  money.  There  is  some  contest  on  the 
evidence  as  to  which  it  was,  but  this  is  not  material. 
The  solicitor  suggested  the  propriety  of  resettling  the 
family  estates  ;  this  was  acceded  to  by  father  and  son, 
and,  although  it  was  not  expressed  in  words,  the  re- 
settlement seems  to  have  been  the  understood  condition 
in  consideration  of  which  the  son  was  to  be  relieved  from 
his  difficuilies.  Accordingly  proposals  for  a  settlement 
were  drawn  up,  which,  subject  to  considerable  variations, 
were  incorporated  in  a  deed,  or  series  of  deeds  of  the 
16th,  16th,  17th  and  18th  September,  1851,  which  were 
executed  both  by  the  father  and  son. 


The  material  deed  was  that  bearing  date  the  16th 
Septfsmber,  1851.  This  the  son  now  seeks  to  set  aside, 
and  files  this  bill  for  that  purpose.  The  grounds  on 
which  he  proceeds  are,  1st,  that  the  provisions  of  the 
settlement  are  harsh  and  unreasonable  in  themselves 
against  the  Plaintiff,  and  favourable  to  the  Defendant; 

secondly. 
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Secondly,  that  the  Plaintiff  did  not,  in  fact,  fully  under-        1866. 

stand  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  transaction,  and  had 

^  separate  professional  adviser  to  explain  the  matter  to 

^itn ;  thirdly,  that  he  was  subject  to  undue  influence, 

^^at  he  was  acting  in  accordance  to  the  wishes  of  his 

^^ther,  and  subject  to  heavy  pecuniary  embarrassment 

^^  the  time;  and,  besides  these,  a  fourth  ground  re- 

^M  apon  and  urged  is,  that  even  if  all  the  former 

Stands  fail,  the  deeds,  as  executed,  do  not  carry  into 

effect  the  views  and  proposals  agreed  upon  between  the 

Parties ;  that  the  settlement,  in  truth,  is  neither  that  of 

^he  fattier  nor  of  the  son,  but  that  it  is  the  settlement  of 

^he  confidential  steward,  who  did  what  he  thought  best 

^or  all  parties  concerned,  but  did  not,  in  truth,  consult 

^etki  sufficiently,  or  carry  their  wishes  into  effect. 

I     do  not  think  that  the  law  on  this  subject  is  open 
^  'V'eiy  much  question. 

I  fully  concur  in  the  observations  of  Lord  EMon,  in 
^*^^€idtUv.  TweddeU{a),  that  these  cases  between  parent 
avid  child  are  to  be  regarded  with  jealousy,  and  I  also 
conoiir  in  the  statement  made  by  myself  in  Hoghton  v. 
^^^^Jktonj  as  the  result  of  the  cases  in  this  subdivision 
^^  "^he  subject,  which  relates  to  instruments  executed 
o^t^vcen  persons  standing  in  intimate  relation  to  each 
^^«or  effecting  a  resettlement  of  family  property  : — that 
'     ^Oe  settlement  be  not  obtained  by  misrepresentation 

*"  ^^ppression  of  the  truth,  if  it  be  one  in  which  the 

^*ier  acquires  no  benefit,  and  the  settlement  be  a 
^^onable  one,  the  Court  will  support  it,  even  though 

^     'Uther  did  exert  parental  authority  and  influence 

^'^  tbe  son  to  procure  his  execution  of  it. 

I  proceed 
(a)  riim.  4r  Httti.  13. 
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1856.  I  proceed  to  examine  the  gronods  on  wliicb  tbe 

transaction  in  question  is  impeached.    In  the  first  place^   ^ 
I  do  not  doubty  that  the  parental  authority  and  influ-  ^ 
ence  of  the  father  were  exerted  to  obtain  tbe  execution  m 
of  these  instruments  from  the  Plaintiff,  or  rather  to  oh-*- 
tain  the  son's  acquiescence  in  the  transaction.    Tbe^ 
evidence  given  by  the  father  and  Lady  Hartopp,  thatA 
no  such  influence  was  exerted,  I  treat  simply  in  thinna 
light  :--HiameIy,  that  the  parental  influence  was  not^^ 
openly  and  distinctly  inforced,  and  which  is  undoubiedl]^^ 
true.    But  where  this  becomes  necessary,  the  parentaV^i 
influence  has  lost  much  of  its  force ;  it  is  the  silent  in— a 
fluence  that  is  the  most  e6Bcacious;  the  knowledgo^i 
which  the  son  possesses  of  what  would  be  the  oonae— ^ 
quence  if  he  refused  to  comply  with  his  father's  wisbeSiK* 
will,  in  the  great  majority  of  cases,  have  fiir  greaters 
effect  upon  him  than  the  actual  and  open  exertion  of  th^ 
parental  authority,  whether  by  commands  or  entreaties;^ 
this  will  not  be  openly  exerted,  until  the  son  has^  hjf 
his  determination  to  resist  them,  rendered  recoarse 
them  necessary.    In  truth,  I  believe,  that  tbe  exercis 
of  parental  influence  is  inseparable  from  these 
actions,  and  that  the  son  is  always  more  or  leae  inflo.^ 
eoced  by  the  father,  even  though  the  father  should 
endeavour,  as  much  as  possible,  to  avoid  the  exertion 
of  his  influence.    In  this  case,  I  cannot  doubt  but  that 
the  son,  although  nothing  was  said  on  the  subject, 
believed,  that  unless  be  acquiesced  in  the  resettlement, 
he  might  in  vain  attempt  to  obtain  from  his  father  any 
pecuniary  assistance  towards  the  discharge  of  his  debts, 
I  have,  however,  already  observed,  that  I  do  not  co»« 
sider  the  existence  and  operation  of  this  influence  suffi- 
cient to  invalidate  the  transaction,  if  it  be  not  exerted 
for  tbe  benefit  of  the  person  possessing  it 

Now,  in  the  present  transaction,  I  find  no  direct 

pecuniary 
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pecuniary  benefit  obtained  by  Sir  William  Hartopp ;       J856. 
bis  estate  and  interest  in  the  family  property  remain  the 
same,  except  that  bis  income  is  diminished  by  the 
amount  of  the  charges  upon  it  in  favour  of  the  Plain-     Hartopp. 
tiff   <>r  bis  widow.     It  is  urged^  that  the  provision  in 
&vour  of  tbe  Plaintiff  ought  to  be  treated  lightly,  be- 
cause the  &ther  would  not,  in  any  event,  have  left  his 
fioo  destitute,  unless  be  bad  found  that  it  was  impos- 
sible to  prevent  him  from  ruining  himself,  which  calamity 
is  occasionally  so  unavoidably  tbe  result  of  acquiring 
^arly  habits  of  expense  and  dissipation,  that  no  ex- 
ertions or  fortune  could  avert  it.    Some  weight  is, 
doubtless,  due  to  this  argument,  but  the  fact  still  re- 
nia.ixis,  that  this  transaction  reduces  the  father's  income : 
it   giires  the  son  a  legal  claim  for  what  before  was  but 
PA rental  bounty ;  the  sum  raised  for  the  payment  of  the 
K>x:^'s  debts,  and  for  his  advancement  in  life  by  the 
puxoliase  of  a  commission,  whether  by  a  charge  on  the 
estate  or  by  a  sale  of  the  father's  property,  further  reduces 
his   income  to  the  extent  of  the  interest  properly  attri- 
butable to  that  sum.    All  this  shews,  that  at  least  the 
fether  obtained  no  pecuniary  benefit  by  this  transaction, 
but  that,  on  the  contrary,  as  far  as  it  went,  it  was  a 
"^rect  diminution  of  bis  income.    The  indirect  benefits 
^oich    the  father  is  alleged  to  have  derived  from  the 
"^^^^ction  are,  the  jointure  for  his  wife,  (the  mother  of 
^  *^laintiff,)  and  the  possible  provision  for  the  brother 

J^  listers  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  tbe  substitution  of  his 
,     ^^i^ple  land  for  the  money  derived  from  the  sale  to 

^        *tailway  Company  of  the  settled  land.    The  two 
/^^^r  do  not,  in  my  opinion,  come  within  the  definition 

,      ^^tiefits  to  the  father,  they  are  only  to  be  regarded 

^  ^*^^  Court  as  a  part  of  the  provisions  of  the  settle- 

^^>    tbe  propriety  of  which  the  Court  will  have  to 

^^^titne,  whfen  the  nature  and  character  of  the  arrange- 

^^^t  itself  is  considered. 

The 
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The  exchange  of  the  fee  simple  land  for  that  sold 
the  Railway  Company  appears  to  me  to  be  much  mc^j 
important;  and  if  it  had  appeared,  that  any  benefit  h^« 
been  derived  by  Sir  William  Hartopp  by  this  transactio  u^ 
not  participated  in  by  the  Plaintiff,  it  would  probably^ 
at  least  in  my  mind,  have  given  a  very  different  character^ 
and  aspect  to  the  whole  transaction.     But  the  evidence 
convinces  me,  that  the  price  paid  for  the  land  sold  was 
a  fair  and  reasonable  price,  regard  being  had  to  the 
situation  of  it,  with  reference  to  the  settled  property, 
and  that  the  purchase  of  it  was  beneficial  and  desirable 
for  the  owner  of  the  settled  property. 


These  facts  once  established,  as  I  consider  them  to 
be,  it  follows,  that  it  was  obviously  an  equal  advantage 
to  both  father  and  son  that  the  4,000Z.  should  be  so 
raised,  rather  than  by  a  mortgage  of  the  settled  property 
itself,  which  would  besides  have  occasioned  delay  and 
expense,  from  the  necessity  of  investigating  the  title  to 
the  settled  estate  before  a  mortgagee  could  have  been 
found  to  advance  his  money  on  the  security  of  it.  This, 
therefore,  was,  in  my  opinion,  a  settlement,  by  which 
the  father  obtained  no  benefit,  and  the  influence  he 
possessed  was  not  exerted  for  his  own  individual  ad- 
vantage. 


I  next  proceed  to  consider  the  provisions  of  the  set- 
tlement itself.  On  this  head,  although  I  have  listened 
attentively  to  a  very  elaborate  argument  on  the  con- 
tents of  the  settlement,  I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the 
opinion  that  the  provisions  are  such,  that  the  deed  ought 
not  to  be  allowed  to  stand.  This  question  must  be 
looked  at,  apart  from  the  argument,  that  the  deed  did 
not  carry  into  effect  the  proposals  agreed  upon  between 
Sir  William  Hartopp  and  his  son,  and  which  point  I 
shall  have  to  consider  separately.  But,  upon  the  as- 
sumption 
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stmnnption  that  the  deed  accurately  represents  the  inten-        1856. 

tion  of  the  parties  to  it  at  the  time  of  the  execution, 

and  considering  the  propriety  of  the  provisions  by  them- 

selvesy  I  am  unable  to  discover  the  impropriety  of  the 

provisions  insisted  upon.     In  fact,  there  is  nothing  in 

the  deed  which  has  been  observed  upon  beyond  this : — 

that   it  gives  a  jointure  to  the  mother  of  the  Plaintiff, 

aad    that  it  postpones  the  daughter  of  the  Plaintiff  to 

Ws  brothers,  the  second  and  other  sons  of  Sir  William 

^^rtcpp.     I  consider  the  provision  in  favour  of  the 

"Collier  of  the  Plaintiff  proper  to  have  been  introduced 

10 to    the  settlement,  when  it  is  observed,  that,  from  the 

CI  roil  instance  of  the  descent  of  the  baronetcy  from  the 

t^-o    elder  brothers  after  Sir  William  Hartopps  mar- 

"^S^9  the  introduction  of  such  provision  had  not  been 

Possible  when  the  marriage  took  place,  and  that  no  other 

J^'^ture  or  provision  for  the  lady  seems  to  have  existed, 

'"^     case  of  her  surviving  her  husband.     No  one,  in  my 

opinion,  can  say,  with  propriety,  that  a  son  who  is  to 

^*\joy  an  estate  of  6,000/.  or  7,000Z.  per  annum,  and  who 

P'^O'v  ides  that  his  mother  shall  have  400/.  per  annum  out 

^"     i^  does  that  which,  in  any  sense  of  the  word,  legal 

^■*     ■'moral,  is  either  unfit  or  improper,  and  the  evidence 

^^^is^fies  me,  that  this  is  the  last  subject  of  complaint 

^^■^■cisb  the  Plaintiff  personally  would  urge  against  the 

^^liciiiy  of  the  settlement    The  provision  for  the  bro- 

^^*^,  before  the  daughter  of  the  Plaintiff,  does  not  ap- 

*^^^^  Y  to  me  to  be  unfit,  having  regard  to  the  circum- 

^-"•^ce  that  the  estate  is  thereby  limited  to  accompany 

^*^^     title, 

^^Tjat  the  settlement  might,  with  propriety,  have  pro- 

*^  ^  more  liberally  for  the  Plaintiff  and  his  issue,  in 

^^^   event  of  his  marriage,  than  by  giving  a  jointure  of 

^^i/.  per  annum  to  his  wife,  and  raising  6,000/.  or 

^^»O00/.  for  his  younger  children,,  and  above  all  by 

making 
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making  no  increase  to  his  own  allowance  duA 
father's  lifetinje^  is  a  remark  which,  if  well  foand 
which  I  m€an  to  expregs  no  opinion  beyond  sajrt|j| 
the  jointure  to  the  Fon's  wif€  is  the  same  as  thai 
to  hia  mother),  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  invalidi 
settlement,  if,  on  the  other  points,  no  grounda  m 
netting  it  aside. 


I  thefll 


It  follows,  therefore,  if  the  tests  by  which 
actions  are  to  be  tried,  and  which  I  have  ali^ 
ferred  to,  be  correct,  and  if  they  are  applied 
present  transaction,  it  must  stand,  unlets  it  < 
appear  that  it  was  obtained  by  niisrepresental 
concealmenti  "There  must  be,'"  says  Lord  £&| 
full  consideration  of  all  material  circumstances; 
party  be  acting  under  a  misapprehension  and  thi 
party  is  accessory  to  it,  although  unintentionall 
transaction  cannoi  stand."  i 


tti  coBsideftng  this  point,  it  is  necessary  again 
tinguish  it  from  the  consideration  of  the  argvii 
also  raised  in  this  case,  Tiz.  whether  the  deed  iti  qt 
accurately  represents  the  intention  of  both  partia 
which  is  a  separate  matter,  which  I  shall  have  to 
apart  What  I  have  to  consider  here  is,  wheth 
Plaintiff  was  induced  to  execute  this  deed  by  i 
of  some  misapprehension,  created  by  some  inac 
statement  having  been  made  to  him,  or  by  tern 
some  material  fact  having  been  omitted  to  be 
municated  to  him.  Upon  a  full  consideration  < 
evidence  in  this  case,  I  am  unable  to  discover  an; 
of  this  kind.  Even  apart  from  the  evidence  o 
Thmmis  Milky  I  am  unable  to  lay  my  finger  o 
statement  made  to  the  son  not  consistent  wit 
troth,  or  any  (act  omitted  to  be  communicated  tc 
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SO  material  as  to  be  likely  to  have  inflaenced  bis  wish        1656. 
'to  execBte  tbe  settlement 

Xfae  ooly  fact  which  can  be  pointed  out  of  this  nature 

18,  tbat,  mlthougb  tbe  proposals  stated  that  the  annuity 

of  4002.  was  not  to  be  anticipated ,  it  did  not  explain  to 

him  that  an  attempt  to  do  so  would  create  its  forfeiture. 

This  matter  I  bave  Tery  seriously  considered.     It  is  un«» 

doolitedly  true,  that  to  an  unprofessional  person,  it 

naiglit  not  be  obTious,  that  the  only  mode  of  enforcing 

tlii»  proTision  would  be  by  a  clause  of  forfeiture,  but  I 

una   of  opinion  that  I  cannot  set  aside  the  transaction  oa 

this    ground.    Tbe  Plaintiff  had  the  proposals  in  his 

possession  for  several  days,  he  fully  considered  them, 

fa^      asked  questions,  and    received    explanations    re- 

s{>ecrtiiig  them,  and  was  informed,  that  all  further  in- 

ISorxKistion  be  required  should  be  afforded  him.       I 

mot,  because  he  asked  for  no  explanation  as  to  the 

le  by  which  the  prohibition  against  anticipation  was 

be  enforced,  infer,  both  that  he  was  wholly  ignorant 

t.hni  matter,  and  next,  that  if  he  had  known  it,  he 

'^'^^^'^Id  bave  refused  his  consent  to  the  arrangement 

-^-'I    the  other  material  things  he  fully  understood;  he 

^^^deratood  fully  that  4,000/.  was  to  be  raised  to  pay  for 

ui«  debts  and  for  his  advancement  in  life,  and  that  the 

^naily  estate,  of  which  he  was  tenant  in  tail  in  re- 

^^^mder,  was  to  be  resettled,  by  giving  him  a  life  estate, 

^  Saving  his  mother  a  jointure  of  4002.  per  annum,  by 

V^^iding  a  like  jointure  for  his  own  widow,  and  by 

P*^^iding  for  bis  younger  children,  in  case  be  should 

'^^Q  any,  and  subject  to  his  making  the  estate  go  with 

*^«  title. 

On  the  question,  therefore,  whether  the  Plaintiff  was 
^uud  by  the  terms  of  the  proposals  agreed  upon,  and 
^l^etber    a  deed  carrying  these  proposals  into  effect 

could 
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1856.  could  be  set  aside,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  according  to  alLC^^ 
the  principles  by  which  these  transactions  are  govemedK^^ 
in  this  Court,  such  a  result  is  impossible. 

I  have  now  to  consider  the  variations  which  exist^^^  jg 
between  the  deed,  as  actually  executed,  and  the  pro-^;^-^ 
posals  themselves,  and  how  far  the  parties  were  cog- ^^^ 
nizant  thereof.  I  have  already  observed,  that  I  con 
sider  the  mode  by  which  the  railway  money  was  taken,  i 
furnish  the  4,000Z.  instead  of  raising  that  sum  by  mort^-^  »  j 
gage  of  the  settled  estates,  was  beneficial  to  both  partie^^  ^ 
but  the  evidence  of  Lady  Hartopp  convinces  me,  thr  ^  j,  j 
the  Plaintiff*  was  aware  of  and  assented  to  th'iB  pa^^  ^^ 
of  the  transaction. 

The  only  remaining  point  which  arises  on  the 
nation  between  the  deed  and  the  proposals,  and  whi 
I  have  now  to  consider,  is  that  which   I  have  stated 
the  outset,  as  one  of  the  grounds  adduced   by 
Plaintiff  for  invalidating  the  transaction,  viz.  the 
sertion  that  the  other  variations  between  the  deed 
executed,  and  the  proposals  agreed  upon  by  Sir 
Ham  Hartopp  and    his  son,  were  not  only  not  san 
tioned   by  them,  but  that,  in  fact,  the  settlement,  £ 
executed,   was  not   the   settlement  which   either  ham 
agreed  upon  and  wished  to  have  executed. 

If  it  was  material,  for  the  purpose  of  the  suit  in  its  ^^ 
present  frame,  I  might,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  have    ^    ^ 
felt  more  difficulty  than  I  have  on  the  other  parts  of  it     ^ 
The  evidence  is  loose,  and  in  some  places  irreconcilable,     «• 
and  large  gaps  exist  in  the  history  of  the  transaction,      ^ 
which  are  not  sufficiently  explained. 

The  evidence   of   Mr.   Mander  is   certainly,  when      -^"^ 
strictly  examined,  open  to  the  observation,  that  all  the 
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B.r±s  of  it  cannot  be  entirely  reconciled  with  each  1866. 
ther.  By  whose  direction  that  gentleman  framed  the 
st^ement,  so  that  the  future  purchase  of  the  steps 
f  "promotion  in  the  army  were  made  to  depend  on  the 
rill  and  pleasure  of  Sir  William  Hartopp,  does  noj 
ppear,  or  whether^  in  fact,  any  directions  to  that  effect 
^ere  given  at  all.  Unfortunately,  the  original  instruc- 
ions  laid  before  Mr.  Mander  are  lost,  and  it  is  scarcely 
>08sible,  taking  into  consideration  the  multiplicity 
^f  such  documents,  which  must  from  time  to  time  have 
^een  laid  before  that  gentleman  in  similar  cases,  that 
^>8  memory,  as  to  the  minute  details  of  such  a  docu- 
"^^nt,  not  seen  by  him  for  four  years  before  he  gave  his 
^«timony,  can  be  confidently  relied  upon.  It  seems 
■'ol^able  also,  that  Mr.  Thomas  Miles^  the  confidential 
^^^ard  of  Sir  William  Hartopp^  was  the  only  person 
l^o  accurately  knew  what  the  deed  contained,  when  it 
^s  brought  for  execution,  and  he  confessedly  gave  no 
applanation  at  that  time,  either  to  Sir  William  or  to  the 
^^i^intiff,  of  the  contents,  and  they  both  seem  to  have 
^^vi  willing  to  trust  to  his  statement,  that  the  deed 
^■*«ned  their  intentions  into  effect. 

Sat  I  abstain  from  going  fully  into  the  evidence  on 
"^is  subject,  because  I  am  convinced,  that  no  grounds 
^ix  be  found,  arising  from  these  variations,  to  set  aside 
He  deed  in  ioto,  and  that,  if  anything  can  be  deduced 
irom  it,  it  is  this  and  this  only : — that  a  case  might 
|>OB«bly  be  made  to  rectify  the  settlement,  and  make 
^^9  in  these  respects,  in  accordance  with   the  original 

proposals  agreed  to  by  Sir  William  and  the  Plaintiff. 

^ut  this  is  not  the  province  of  the  present  suit. 

If  the  inference  from  the  evidence  drawn  by  the  Plain- 
w 'g  Counsel  and  their  arguments  on  this  point  are 
correct,  the  settlement  does  not,  in  all  the  minute  details, 

^^1-  XXI.  T  carry 
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cdrry  into  effect  the  intentions  of  either  the  PlaintidT^^ 
or  his  father,  but  this  is  not  a  ground  for  setting  it  aside,  ^  ^ 
but  for  rectifying  it  and  making  it  conformable  witb^rjT  j 
their  intentions ;  but  which,  if  it  can  be  done  at  all^'canr^^^ 
only  be  done  in  another  and  differently  framed  suit^.^^^ 
and  one  which,  if  the  parties  are  well  advised  and  rea-  _^c^ 
Bonable,  will  never  be  instituted. 

The  result  is,  that,  in  my  opinion,  the  Plaintiff's  caag^a,  ^ 
wholly  fails,  and  that  his  bill  must  be  dismissed.  ET  J 
only  remains  for  me  to  dispose  of  the  costs  of  the  sui 
I  have  regretted  much  to  observe,  on  the  perusal  of  tl 
pleadings  and  evidence,  that  a  stronger  desire  to  ca^^K  ^1 
personal  aspersion  existed  in  this  case  than  I  shou  'Kd 
have  expected,  notwithstanding  the  animosity  which  m 

usually  found  to  prevail  in  cases  where  persons  neai 1 J 

related  are  so  unhappy  as  to  engage  in  contests  befo^^*^ 
a  Court  of  justice.  I  shall  do  nothing  to  aggrava^^^^ 
these  feelings,  but  I  think  it  but  due  to  the  parties  ^-^ 
say,  that,  upon  a  careful  and  dispassionate  considerati^^o^ 
of  the  contents  of  the  whole  of  the  papers  before  m— *^> 
I  see  no  ground  for  supporting  any  aspersions  affecti^^'^S 
the  personal  credit  or  honor  of  any  person  engaged  '  ^ 
the  transaction,  either  before  the  suit  or  for  the  condu^  ^^^ 
pursued  by  them  in  the  suit.  I  have  not  taken  the  vi^^  '^^ 
of  the  case  which  the  Plaintiff  has  pressed  upon  nt'^  ^ 
but  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  he  gave  his  evidence  wS  '^ 
the  intention  of  speaking  the  exact  truth  with  regard  '^  ^ 
every  point,  and  under  the  conviction  that  he  was  doi  ^"^  ^ 
so,  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  shall  best  consult  t^*^^^® 
interest  of  justice  by  dismissing  his  bill  without  costs^ 


Note. — See  Wright  v.  Vandtrplanky  Lords  Just  ices,  8  March,  \^^^       ' 
and  Savery  v.  King,  House  of  Lords,  9  May,  1856. 
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Re  INGLE. 

Nov.  3  and  5. 
^mS  was  a  motion  by  a  solicitor  to  discharge  the  A  client  ob- 
coramon  order  for  taxation.  T^J!^  fof "* 

the  taxation  of 

In  1849,  Thomas  Nadin  employed  Thomas  Ingle  to  bill.  A  special 

*ct    as  bis  solicitor  in  a  suit  of  Marshall  v.  Nadin,  in-  fg^eement  ex- 
.  .  isted  between 

*^ituted  agamst  him   with  reference  to   a  number  of  them,  which 

shares  in  a  railway  company,  of  which,  in  1837,  he  had  bcf^^rt*''* 

^^^come  the  purchaser  and  registered  owner.     In  pur-  tioned  on  the 

^*>ance  of  an  order  made  in  the  cause  the  certificates  of  but  thts'was  in 

^hosc  shares  were  deposited  in  Court.  the  posseMion 

of  the  solicitor, 
who  refused  to 

In  1861,  Nadin  died,  and  Sarah  Nadin,  his  widow,  ^S^  cwtlZ* 

^^^^k  out  administration  to  his  estate.     In  December,  dined  to  di»- 

^862,  Ingle  delivered  two  bills  of  costs  to  Mrs.  Nadin,  aij'fhough'"'' 

^ Counting  to  299/.  Ss.  8d.     In  1853,  Ingle  died,  and  irregular. 

'^'s   son,    William   Maclin   Ingle,  continued   to  act  as  between  a 

**r8.  Nadin" s  solicitor  in  the  suit.     Ingle,  the  father,  fol'citorand 
%  .7    '  »  jj,g  client,  an 

*"ad  urged  Mrs.  Nadin  for  payment  of  the  bills,  and  illiterate  per- 

^he  8on  having  also  become  very  pressing,  Mrs.  Nadin  m",*jt  o^f^jj^" 

^^clared  herself  unable  to  pay,  except  out  of  the  pro-  bills  (taken  at 

^^eds  of  the  sale  of  the  shares ;  she  complained  of  the  amount), 

^njount  of  the  bills,  and  expressed  a  desire  to  be  re-  ■fl^'y  ^^^  ^^  , 
jr  ....  the  produce  of 

**eved  from  all  liability  in  respect  of  them  and  future  some  property, 

^<>«ts.     By  an  order,  made  in  February,  1855,  the  cer-  IJ^ 'uiL^''^  °^ 

Silicates  of  shares  were   directed   to    be   delivered   to  Held,  not  to 

"^^'ra.  Nadin;  and  in  April,  Ingle  proposed  that  she  1^^^^  "  * 

aiiould  authorize  him  to  sell  them  and  pay  the  costs  of 

^^  sale  and  of  the  suit,  and  hand  over  the  surplus  to 

*^^^.    This  she  refused  to  do,  except  upon  the  terms  of 

•^'•^fcnot  looking  to  her,  personally,  for  payment  of  any 

T  2  deficiency 


taxa- 
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1856.  deficiency  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  shAres 
^^^'^^  answer  the  costs,  the  amount  of  which  was  onknown 
IiioLB.  b®'**  I^^  ultimately  agreed  to  do  so ;  the  parties  m 
and  Ingle  produced  two  documents,  purporting  to  cai 
out  the  arrangement,  one  to  be  signed  by  Mrs.  Nad 
and  the  other  by  himself,  and  at  the  same  time  delifei 
two  other  bills  of  costs,  one  for  9L  94r.  fid,  due  to  1 
father,  and  the  other  for  1162.  U.  Sd,  due  to  himsc 
Mrs.  Nadin  being  an  illiterate  person.  Ingle,  in  t 
presence  of  two  friends  who  accompanied  Mrs.  Wad 
but  who  were  neither  of  them  a  solicitor,  and  quite  i 
competent  to  advise  her,  read  over  the  document  wbi 
she  was  to  execute.  By  this  document,  dated  the  28 
of  April,  1866,  Ingk,  in  consideration  of  his  not  looU 
to  Mrs.  Nadin  for  any  money  in  payment  of  the  bi 
over  and  above  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  shar 
was  authorized  to  sell  the  shares  and  stand  possessed 
the  proceeds  (in  his  individual  capacity,  and  not 
solicitor  or  agent  of  Mrs.  Nadin),  upon  trust  to  pay  t 
bills  of  costs  then  due  and  the  costs  thereafter  to 
charged  by  him  in  and  about  the  business,  and  then 
pay  over  to  Mrs.  Nadin  the  surplus,  which,  he  stated 
her,  would  be  200/.  or  300Z.  This  statement,  as 
explained  by  his  affidavit,  was  made  on  the  suppositi 
that  several  years'  dividends  on  the  shares  were  due,  I 
none  were  really  due.  Mrs.  Nadin  executed  the  agr 
ment,  protesting,  however,  against  the  amount  of  the  b 
and  Ingles  conduct.  Ingle  signed  the  other  paper,  a 
delivered  it  to  Mrs.  Nadin,  but  gave  her  no  copy  of  'i 
document  executed  by  her,  and  produced  no  vouch 
for  the  payments  charged  in  the  bills.  The  shares  w 
sold  for  463/.  \5s ,  and  after  payment  of  all  costs,  S 
IngU  tendered  to  Mrs.  Nadin  33/.,  which  he  alleg 
was  the  balance,  but  she  refused  to  accept  it.  M 
Nadin  then  employed  another  solicitor,  who  wrote 
Ingle  for  a  copy  of  the  document  signed  by  her,  a 
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for  vouchers,  but  he  refused  to  give  them,  and  referred 
the  solicitor  to  his  client  for  that  purpose. 

The  common  order  to  tax  was  then  obtained  by  Mrs. 
Nadin.  A  motion  was  now  made  to  discharge  it,  on  the 
ground  that  taxation  was  precluded  by  the  agreement 
and  payment  of  the  bills,  and,  at  all  events,  that  the 
order  should  have  been  obtained  on  a  special  application. 

Mr.  Lloyd f  and  Mr.  fVoad,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

First,  taxation  is  precluded-  by  the  special  agreement, 
and  the  settlement  and  retainer  of  the  amount ;  secondly, 
the  order  of  course  was  obtained  on  a  suppression  of  a 
material  fact,  viz.,  the  special  agreement  between  the 
parties,  and  that  alone  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  dis- 
charging it. 

Mr.  RoypeU,  and  Mr.  Webb,  contri. 

Such  an  agreement  as  the  present  between  a  solicitor 
^Qd  an  illiterate  person,  and  without  independent  pro- 
'<^ional  advice,  will  not  preclude  taxation.  There  has 
^Qn  no  payment ;  In  re  Bignold  (a).  As  it  did  not 
pi'eTent  taxation,  it  was  unnecessary  to  notice  it,  and  the 
^^tiduct  of  the  solicitor  in  refusing  a  copy  prevented 
'^   being  stated. 

7ke  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Nun.  5. 

The  questions  which   arise  in  this  case  are,  first, 
^^  lietber  the  agreement,  which  was  signed  by  Mrs.  Nadin^ 

the 

(o)  9  Bern,  269. 
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IfM.      tbe  elient^  precludes  the  taxation  of  the  billi^  tad 
^^"^^^      it  does  not,  theo,  secondly,  whether  it  was  of  aafidsi 

IseiA.  iniportance  to  make  it  necessary  to  state  it  to  tbe  offie 
of  tbe  Court  on  the  application  for  tbe  tani^  opte,  i 
wbioh  case  he  would  not  have  granted  tbe  ofder^  and 
special  application  would  have  been  pecsBwify,  for  tl 
purpose  of  obtaining  the  decision  of  the  CSoiurt  aa  i 
whether  the  bills  ought  to  be  taxed,  and  ksllyp  wheA 
there  is  any  excuse  for  not  adopting  that  course. 

In  the  first  place,  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  aj 
was  as  stated,  viz.^  one  by  which^  in 
Smrak  NaeBn  being  released  from  personal  iiability,'ll 
solicitor  was  contented  to  look  to  the  piodaoe  of  4 
railway  shares  for  the  payment  of  the  tnOa  ai  cesi 
and  the  client,  on  her  part,  agreed  to  the  amoiwt  <if  4 
bills  of  costs.  Such  an  agreement  might  have  bei 
perfectly  good,  if  entered  into  between  iMSrieiia  «rl 
understood  their  situation;  but  such  is  not  the  «a 
here.  Leaving  out  of  the  question  that  she  was  a  ve 
illiterate  person,  the  bill  was  delivered  at  tbe  time,  ai 
she  had  no  means  of  knowing  whether  it  was  a  prop 
bill  or  not,  and  it  was  impossible  to  obtain  proper  a 
vice.  Besides  this,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  value 
the  railway  shares  was  known  ;  and  if  it  exceeded  t 
amount  of  all  the  bills,  she  obtained  no  advantage  I 
the  arrangement,  and  received  no  consideration  t 
agreeing  to  the  particular  amount  of  these  bills.  I  a 
clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  circumstances  of  this  cas 
as  appearing  from  the  affidavits,  are  such,  that  tl 
Court  would  not  allow  the  agreement  to  supersede  tl 
taxation  of  the  bills. 

As  to  payment,  there  was  none;  the  solicitor  was 
retain,  out  of  money  to  be  received  by  him,  the  amou 
of  his  bill.    Payment  must  either  be  actual  payment 

monc 
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money,  or  an  agreement  by  the  client,  on  the  settlement        1855. 
of    accounts  between  him  and   his  solicitor,  that  the 


amount  shall  be  retained.  Imolb. 

The  next  question  is  much  more  difficult,  and  if  a 
copy  of  the  agreement  had  been  in  the  hands  of 
Mrs.  Nadin,  at  the  time  she  obtained  the  order  of 
course  to  tax  the  bills,  I  should  have  been  of  opinion 
that  the  order  of  course  had  not  been  properly  ob- 
tained. The  circumstances  are  very  peculiar.  It  is 
observed,  with  justice,  that  Mrs.  Nadin  was  aware  that 
some  agreement  existed,  though  she  did  not  know  the 
terms  of  it.  If,  when  her  solicitor  applied  for  a  copy 
^^  it,  Mr.  Ingle  had  furnished  one,  I  should  have  dis- 
charged this  order  of  course.  But  Mr.  Ingle^  when 
applied  to,  says,  "  I  refer  you  to  your  client,"  he  know- 
"^g  perfectly  well  that  the  client  had  no  copy  of  it,  for 
she  could  only  have  it  through  him,  and  it  had  never 
"cen  out  of  his  possession.  She  must  have  known  that 
»ome  agreement  existed,  but  it  was  not  likely  that  she 
"Stained  in  her  memory  the  particulars  of  it,  for  it  is 
^'^^  page  in  length.  There  is,  therefore,  some  excuse 
"^■*  not  setting  it  out  in  her  petition  for  the  order  of 
^^Urse,  though  she  knew  there  was  one.  She  ought  to 
^^^  applied  to  the  solicitor,  and  said,  "  do  you  object 
^  ^ti  order  of  course?"  and  if  he  did,  then  she  should 
^^^  presented  a  petition  to  the  Court  for  taxation, 
^^^ing  that  there  was  an  agreement,  and  that  she  could 
^^  obtain  a  copy  of  it. 

^^here  is  this  difficulty  in  all  these  cases,  that  if  the 

S^^ement  be  such  as  not  to  affect  the  right  to  taxation, 

^^  ^^  need  not  mention  it ;  but,  if  on  the  contrary,  there  is 

^  T^oint  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  before  the  client  could 

^^   entitled  to  an  order  for  taxation  a  special  petition  is 

^^^^ssary.  It  is  sometimes  very  difficult  to  decide  which 

course 
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course  to  take.  I  think  Mrs.  Nadin  was  not  right  in  the 
course  she  took,  but  that  the  solicitor  was  wrong  in  re- 
fusing the  copy  of  the  agreement ;  I  shall  not  set  aside 
the  order,  and  I  shall  give  no  costs  of  the  motion. 


HARLEY  V.  MITFORD. 
Abo.  24. 

Wbere  jhe        TN  1800,  the  testator,  W.  Raybould,  by  his  will,  gave 

dren"  and    "  ^'®  ^®^'  ^^^  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust 

to  pay  "  the  rents  and  profits  equally  among  his  three 

daughters,  Sophia,   Henrietta  and   Harriet,  for  their 


••  issue    are 
used  inter- 
changeably in 
a  will,  the 
operation  of 
the  word 
«  children" 
may  be  ex- 
tended to 
*'  issue  gene- 
rally" to  effec- 
tuate the  in- 
tention. 

A  testator 
declared,  that 
in  case  his 
daughters 
vhould  **  leave 
issue/'  they 
might  appoint 
«  fund  <*  unto 
such  chil- 
dren" in  <*  such 
manner"  as 
they  should 
choose,  and,  in 
default  of  any 
child,  they 
might  appoint 
it  to  their  sis- 
ters and  their 

children.  '*  And  in  case  all  his  daughters  should  die  without  issue,"  then  over^'^ 
Held,  that  ''children"  must  be  construed  "  issue,"  and  that  an  appointment  to  a  grandf^ 
child  was  within  the  power.  Held  also,  that  the  word  **  such"  did  not  refer  to  the  issu  ^l^w 
«  daughter  might  leave,  but  to  such  of  the  class  as  she  might  choose. 


separate  use;   "and  in  case  any  or  either  of  bis  said 
daughters  should  leave  issue,  then  she  or  they  should 
give,  devise,  bequeath,  limit,  direct  or  appoint  her  or 
their  share  or  shares  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  unto 
such  child  or  children,  in  such  manner  and  form,  as  she 
or  they  should  choose ;  and  in  default  of  any  child  or 
children  of  any  or  either  of  bis  said  daughters,  then  they 
or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them  should  and  might, 
respectively,  give,  devise   and   appoint   the   respective     < 
shares  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  their  brothers   ^ 
or  sisters  and  their  or  her  child  or  children,  in  such  .m. 
manner  and  form  as  she  or  they  should  please. 

**  And  in  case  all  his  said  daughters  should  die  without^  z 
issue,  then  the  survivor  of  them  should  and  might  give^^^ 
devise  and  bequeath  his  said  real  and  personal  estate  Ur-m^ 

sucli:!' 
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suc^l  person  and  persons  as  and  in  such  manner  and 
fi^wMH  as  she  should  think  proper."  , 

.^fter  the  testator's  decease,  his  personal  estate,  being 
^c^'fc  in,  was  paid  into  Court  and  carried  over  in  thirds 
tx>     ^be  account  of  the  three  daughters. 

'-M-'lie  testator's  daughter,  Henrietta,  married  Mr. 
W^yij^^^  and  had  two  children,  one  of  whom,  Emily, 
<3cisi.TTied  Mr.  Shey,  and  died  in  1848,  leaving  four  chil- 
^r^n,  and  the  other,  Helen  ilfaria,  died  in  1837,  leaving 
one  ohild,  Robert  Henry  Wright. 

In  1838,  Mrs.  Wright  appointed  2,000/.,  part  of  the 
fund,  to  Robert  Henry  Wright,  her  grandson,  and  the 
i^exxiQ.lQder  to  her  daughter,  Mrs.  Shey,  and  her  children 
C^^ivh  her  concurrence). 

I  vx  1846,  she  appointed  the  whole  to  Mrs.  Shey,  under 
circle iQStances  which  made  the  validity  of  the  appoint- 
"^^■^t  questionable,  but  the  point  was  not  decided  on 
^^    (^resent  occasion. 

^Vtrs.  Shey  died  in  1848,  Mr.  S/iey  in  1862,  and  Mrs. 
^'^^ht  in  1865,  and  thereupon  Goff,  the  legal  personal 
^P^^sentative  of  Mrs.  Shey,  presented  a  petition,  praying 
^**^.nsfer  to  him  of  her  one-third  share  of  the  fund. 

^^^r.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Shebbeare,  in  support  of  the 
P^^ition. 

,^^^^r.  Roupell  and   Mr.   Hardy,   for  Robert  Henry 
^^^ight. 

^(Ir.  Horsey,  for  other  parties. 

Tlie  questions  raised  were,  whether  the  power  to  ap- 
point 
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IMS.  point  to  "*  Mdb  €kM  or  cbUdrai*'  wft3  M  liouMl  to  ||m 
issue  before  referred  to,  {.t^to  the  issiie  Mnu  H^t^iM  mi^t 
fame  at  her  death ;  and,  secondly,  wb^ber  it  attthoraed 
Kmtiik  ik0  appoiotntot  to  a  grwukbUd.  It  m»  crattmioi^  oq 
Ibe  oae  baad^  tbi^  the  vmt4  ^isaoe'*  npis  to  beiiriieqHreiad 
"cbildren/'  and,  oa  Ao  otbeci  that  4be  loomiig  of  ihi 
expression  *'  children^  nitist,  on  the  context,  be  ezt^ided 
toon7<^]asoe''0fMm.9^nyil/.  TheniOi^tf  oftbeiie- 
fsoDd  appoufttmaftt  was  left  open,  to  be  dedded  in  aoi^lber 
suit.  W3fikt.Blac»mimia)i  GaUae%.0ttmm0imi 
JBUHcfmbe  ▼•  Chnq^tz  (e)  mem  cite<)« 

T%e  Mastbb  af  ike  Rolls. 

I  think  the  appointment  is  |^.  The  srordl^  hi 
the  first  instanee,  are  ^io  case  mmy  tut  either  o(  hie 
daughters  should  leave  issue/'  Theoxpreanoii  ^^immtT 
is  the  largest  possible  and  includes  descendants  at  any 
distance.  It  is  said,  that  these  words  most  he  out  down 
by  the  subsequent  words  *'  child  or  children  ;*'  but  in 
WytA  y.  Blackman  the  Court  held,  that  it  was  not  bound 
so  to  do,  although  if  a  testator  uses  the  word  ''  issue'*  as 
equivalent  to  "children,"  the  word  "issue"  noust,  in 
such  case,  be  held  to  mean  the  children  of  the  parents. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  words  "«ttcA  child  or  children" 
refer  to  such  issue  as  the  daughter  might  leave  at  her 
death,  but  to  the  persons  to  be  selected  by  her  :  she  was 
to  appoint  to  such  children  as  she  should  choose.  If  the 
will  had  stopped  at  the  words  "  unto  such  child  or  chil- 
dren" the  case  would  have  resembled  Ooldiey.Chreaves(b), 
but  it  proceeds  "in  such  manner  and  form  as  she  or  they 
should  choose."     It  is  clear,  that  the  words  "such"  and 


(a)  1  Vet.  ten,  195.  (r)  3  MyL  ^  Cr.  127. 

(6)  14  Sim.  348. 
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"  manner"  refer  to  the  choice  and  selection  of  the  chil-        1856. 
dren.     It  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  the  next  gift,  ^Mn 
default  of  any  child  or  children/'  the  word  ^^  leaving"  is 
omitted;  this  strengthens  the  construction.     The  tes- 
tator  afterwards   proceeds,  ''and  in  case  all   his  said 
daughters  should  die  without  issue,"  then  the  daughter 
might  appoint  the  fund  as  she  thought  proper.    This  is 
only  consistent  with  giving  to  the  word  ''  children"  the 
extended  meaning,  and  with  an  intention  that  the  grand- 
cirhild  might  be  entitled  to  take.    The  ultimate  gift  over 
a.fii  in  default  of  any  issue,  and  is  most  distinct  in  shewing 
-Ci-liat  it  was  only  to  go  over  on  a  failure  of  issue  generally. 
]K^f  the  words  had  been  ''  if  all  his  daughters  should  die 
^^i^rithout  any  such  issue,"  or  any  thing  to  h'mit  the  word 
-S  ssue,  there  might  be  something  in  it ;  but  the  expression 
m^  general, — if  they  all  died  without  any  descendants 
^^^hatever. 


I  am  of  opinion,  that,  by  the  effect  of  these  clauses,  the 
ixpression'' child"  is  to  be  enlarged  and  means  ''  issue," 
md  that  the  daughters  had  a  power  of  disposition  in 

voar  of  any  descendants,  whether  children  or  grand- 
hildren. 


Therefore  let  2,000Z.  stock,  and  interest  thereon  at  4Z. 
^er  cent  from  the  death  of  Mrs.  Wright^  be  transferred 
^to  a  separate  account,  in  respect  of  the  interest  of  Robert 

Henry  Wright^  who  must  file  a  bill  to  bring  his  claim 

before  the  Court. 
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Nov.  12,  13, 
14. 

1856. 
Jan.  29. 


WALKER  V.  ARMSTRONG. 


An  appoint-      rXlHE  questioQ   in  this  case  was  whether,  upon  the 
lW(^of*the"  construction  and  effect,  under  the  circumstances, 

whole  fee,  un-  of  a  deed  made  in  execution  of  a  general  power  of  ap- 
der  a  power  -      i   •  i  .\i  ,       , 

in  a  settle-        pomtment  contamed  in  a  settlement,  a  will,  made  also 

iDentof]825,   ;„  execution  of  a  power  in  the  same  settlement,  but 
relunitmg,  in  '^  ' 

Bubetance,  the   prior  to  the  deed  and  the  Wills  Act,  was  or  not  revoked 

UiougTinade     ^V  ^^^  deed,  the  sole  intention  and  object  of  which  was 

for  the  purpose  simply  to  correct  a  blundering  omission  in  the  settle- 

sole  intention    ment,  and  the  estates  being  thereby  substantially  limited 

and  object  of    to  the  old  uses. 

introducing  a 

limitation 

omitted  from        The  facts  of  the  case,  which  are  fully  stated  in  the 

by^mistekT"*  judgment,  are  shortly  as   follows : — On  the   marriage 

Held,  to  be  a    of  Mr.  and    Mrs.   Walker,  in  1824,  two  estates,    be- 

revocation  of     ,        .  i       i    i  i    i  i 

a  will  made       longing   to   the    lady,    were    settled    to   such    uses   as 

in  1827  in         jyjp    ^nd   ]\]rs.  Walker  should   jointly  appoint,  and   in 
pursuance  of  **  j      rr 

a  power  in  the  default      ^^ 

settlement  ofl  825. 

In  such  a  case  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  what  was  the  intention  or  '^-^- 
object  of  the  parties. 

On  the  marriage  of  A.  and  B.  in  1824,  two  estates  belonging  to  B.,  the  wife,  were^^-^- 

vested  in  trustees  upon  certain  trusts  in  favour  of  A.  and  B.  and  the  issue  of  the  mar ^  ^ 

riage,  but  by  mistake  no  provision  was  made  for  the  daughters  of  any  son  of  the^^-j 
marriage,  and,  as  to  one  of  the  estate^:,  no  power  of  disposing  of  it  was  given  to  B.  iii«  a  m 
case  there  should  be  no  issue  of  the  marriage.     The  blunder  being  discovered,  A^  ^.^ 
and  B.,  in  1825,  under  a  general  power  of  appointment  given  them  by  the  settlement,^ :»  «-i 
paramount  to  the  liuiititions  therein,  relimited  the  estates  to  the  old  uses  (except  as  to«>:S^ 
the  life  estates  to  themselves  and  the  survivor  of  them,  which  were  omitted  by  a^KS. 
second  mistake),  and  they  supplied  the  omission  in  the  original  settlement.  There  being -^^« 
no  issue,  B.,  in  1827,  made  her  will  in  pursuance  of  the  power  "  reserved  to  her  by  ""^^j* 
the  original  settlement  and  every  other  power  enabling  her  in  that  behalf."    The   ^^  ^ 
second  blunder  being  afterwards  discovered,  in  1840  A.  B.,  under  the  general  power,      .«"" 
appointed  to  the  old  uses,  and  supplied  the  second  omission.    This  deed  of  appointment       ^ 
recited  the  intention  of  A.  and  B.  to  vary  the  limitations,  but  it  was  clear,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Court,  that  the  sole  intention  and  object  of  the  appointment  was  merely 
to  cure  the  second  blunder.     Held,  nevertheless,  that  the  will  of  B.  was  revoked. 
But  upon  appeal,  the  Lords  Justices,  on  an  altered  record,  reformed  the  deed  of  1810, 
and  so  gave  eflecl  to  the  will. 


Walker 
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default  of  appointment,  each  was  settled   upon  certain        1865. 
trusts  in  favour  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Walker,  and  the  issue  of 
the  marriage,  with  divers  remainders  over.     By  mistake, 
rk€>  provision  was  made  for  the  daughters  of  any  son  of   Arii«trono. 
^lie  marriage,  in  case  he  should  have  no  issue  male ;  and, 
cft  8  to  one  of  the  estates,  a  general  power  of  disposing  of 
M  fc  by  deed  or  will,  aflter  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of 
l^dr.  and  Mrs.  Walker,  was  reserved  to  her;  but,  as  to 
-fcXie  other  estate,  no  separate  power  of  disposition  was  re- 
j^^rved  to  her,  even  on  failure  of  issue  of  the  marriage. 

In  the  year  1825,  these  several  mistakes  having  been 
^^iiscovered,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Walker  exercised  the  general 
wer  of  appointment  reserved  to  them  by  the  settle- 
ent  of  1824,  and,  correcting  these  two  blunders,  re- 
imited  the  estates  generally  to  the  old  uses,  including 
le  powers  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Walker  jointly,  and  to  Mrs. 
Walker  separately ;  but,  by  another  mistake,  the  life  es- 
-^ates  limited  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Walker  by  the  settlement 
^K>f  1824  were  omitted.    In  this  state  of  things,  and  there  . 
""■>eing  no  issue  of  the  marriage,  Mrs.  Walker,  in  1827, 
-snade  her  will,  and  thereby,  after  reciting  the  original 
^ttlement  of  1824,  she,  "in  exercise  and  execution  of  the 
-power  or  authority  so  given  or  reserved  to  her  in  and 
by  the  above  recited  indenture  of  release  as  aforesaid, 
and  of  every  or  any  other  power  and  authority  enabling 
her  in  that  behalf,'*  appointed  the  estates  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs and  Defendants,  the  bulk  of  the  property  being 
given  to  her  husband,  one  of  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  blunder  in  the  deed  of  1825,  being  discovered  in 
1837,  a  third  deed  was  executed  in  1840,  whereby, 
ftfter  reciting  the  two  previous  deeds  of  1824  and  1825, 
Hnd  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Walker,  "were  desirous  of 
Varying  the  limitations"  therein,  they  exercised  the  joint 
power  given  them  by  both  the  former  deeds,  or  either 

of 
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186&       of  them,  reliffiitiDg^  the  estates  to  the  old  uei  (except  as 


to  the  ieeiie  of  the  marriage^  there  being  ttien,  bmainlf 

^^^     tpeakhq;,  no  probabifitjr  of  any,  as  lin.  WMtr  ima 

ABKftEoae.  fiftf-frine  yean  of  age),  and  enrini^  Hie  omiigiona.    Mnt 

IFollkf  died  in  1864,  without  issoe,  and  wiHmrt  iMtlBg 

repiMifliied  har  will. 

» 

Affidavits  were  pfot  in  evidence  to  ^w,  that  the  aola 

intention  and  ol^a^  of  the  deed  of  1840  was  to  vectify 

the  mistake  in  that  of  1825. 

The  qaestion  was,  whether  the  will  was  revoked  by 
the  execnUon  of  the  deed  of  1840. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  CoU,  for  the  PiamtMb.  ioi 
tiieflret  place,  it  may  be  contended,  that  the  life  eatatas^ 
wMeh  were  by  a  blander  omitted  in  the  deed  of  18S8^ 
executed  to  cure  a  previous  error,  and  for  no  <itiier  pwrw 
pose,  were  not  entirely  lost  or  destroyed,  bat  mmllei 
back  to  the  husband  and  wife,  or  if  it  shoold  be  tlioaght 
•  that,  on  the  principle  of  resolting  uses,  they  did  not  so 
result  back,  yet  it  is  clear,  in  equity,  that  the  life  estates 
were  such  that  the  Court  would  have  rectified  the 
settlement,  and  in  so  doing  would  not  have  given  the 
husband  and  wife  life  estates,  but  would  have  declared 
they  were  entitled  to  them,  and  would  have  directed  the 
terms  of  the  deed  to  be  altered  accordingly.  But  it  is 
said,  that  the  operation  of  the  deed  of  1840  was  to 
destroy  the  old  estates,  and  create  entirely  new  uses, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  will  of  Mrs.  Walker  had  nothing 
to  operate  upon.  But  the  question  is,  what  was  the  pur- 
pose for  which  the  deed  of  1 840  was  executed.  If  it  was 
executed  for  the  purpose  of  raising  an  entirely  new  series 
of  limitations  and  exhausting  the  fee,  then  no  doubt  it 
would  put  an  end  to  the  old  estates,  and  the  uses  and 
powers  contained  in  the  previous  deeds  would  be  gone, 
and  the  power  in  the  deed  of  1840  would  be  a  new 

power. 
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paw^er,  and  not  the  old  power  in  the  deed  of  1826  as  it  ]g55. 
is  ;  but  if  the  whole  object  and  intention  of  the  deed  of 
1840  was  simply  to  vary  the  limitations,  and  not  to 
destroy  the  existing  estates — if  it  was  intended  merely  Armstrong. 
to  fill  np  a  gap,  then  it  will  operate  only  as  a  partial 
exeoution  of  the  power.  Now  the  truth  is,  that  the 
deed  v^as  executed  only  to  correct,  through  the  medium 
of  the  joint  power,  an  error  in  the  former  deed.  This 
is  evident  from  the  recital  in  the  deed  of  1840  itself, 
that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Walker  "  were  desirous  of  varying 
the  lioiitations  contained  in  the  said  recited  indentures/' 
namely,  the  deeds  of  1824  and  1825,  and  also  from  the 
afRdciTits  which  have  been  filed  to  shew  the  state  of 
circunstances  that  existed  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  tHe  deed  of  1840.  These  aflSdavits  are  not  indeed 
adtxiissiblein  evidence,  for  the  purpose  of  helping  to  put 
^  ^construction  upon  the  deed,  but  it  is  competent  for 
the  Plaintiffs  to  use  extrinsic  evidence  to  shew  the  state 
of  'things  which  existed  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  as  in 
the  e^se  of  a  will,  in  order  that  the  Court  may  see  under 
^"^t.  circumstances  the  instrument  was  made,  and,  there- 

^■"^^  these  aflSdavits  have  been  filed  to  shew,  under  what 
<^irctiin8tances  the  deed  of  1840  was  executed.  The  re- 
^*^^J   in  the  deed  is  also  to  the  same  effect;  consequently 

"^  object  then  being  to  vary,  not  destroy,  the  old  estates 
^nd     ^jj^g^  ^jjgy  remain  unaltered,  except  to  the  extent 

^^  ^r  the  purpose  of  correcting  the  blunder,  and  except 

^l^at  extent,  the  uses,  limitations  and  powers  of  the 

,J^^    of  1840  are  the  old  uses,  limitations  and  powers. 

^•'^     is  like  the  common  case  of  bringing  home  the 

^S^l    estate  to  the  equitable  estate,  and  clothing  the 

^^w  with  the  former,  which  leaves  the  old  estates  un- 

^^^^^ed.     All  the  cases  lay  down  that  doctrine;   as 

^"'^e  a  party  has  the  legal  estate  and  a  power,  and 

.     ^  ""^ses  the  latter  by  appointing  the  estate  to  new  uses, 

^5^vour  of  a  mortgagee,  that  only  revokes  or  alters, 

pro 


^■'^*~- 
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1866. 


WaiiUK 


pro  ianto,  the  previoiiB  uses  and  limitations  whtcli, 
except  for  the  purpoae  of  the  mortgage,  remain  just  is 
they  were  before  the  appointinent ;  Brain  v.  Brain  (a)  i 
AEMtTBova.  and  even  thoagh  the  power  in  such  a  case  is  wbolly 
exhausted  at  law,  still  it  is  bat  partially  executed  in 
equity;  1  Bvgd.  Paw.(!b),  where  several  cases  were 
referred  to,  and  among  others,  Amom  v,  Lee^c),  which 
was  the  common  case  of  an  estate  in  setilement,  and  a 
subsequent  mortgage  and  transfer,  with  an  ioaccurate 
proviso  for  redemption,  altering  the  uses,  but  without 
any  declared  intention  to  do  more  than  secure  the 
mortgage,  nevertheless  the  effect  was  to  revoke  a  pre* 
viotts  will.  This  case  Lord  8i.  Leonards  comments  oa 
with  disapproval,  and  in  the  end,  1  Su^d.  Pow.{d\ 
says,  ''it  would  be  difficult  to  recoucile  the  distinction 
in  Anton  v.  L$e  with  the  principles  as  exhibited  by 
Lord  Miom  and  Lord  Redetdak."*  There  is  a  recent 
case,  on  the  same  subject,  first  before  Vice-Chancel  lor 
JCiiu&rsfay  and  then  before  the  Lords  Justices^  Plow- 
den  ▼•  Hyde  (e\  in  which  a  person,  having  had 
certain  hereditaments  conveyed  to  him  to  such  uses 
generally  as  he  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in 
default  of  appointment  to  the  usual  uses  to  bar  dower, 
mortgaged  them  in  fee,  the  dower  trustee  joining  in 
the  mortgage,  then  made  his  will  devising  them,  and 
afterwards  the  mortgagee  reconveyed  them  to  him  and 
his  heirs  to  such  uses  generally  as  he  should  by  deed 
or  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  to  the 
usual  uses  to  bar  dower,  just  as  they  stood  before  the 
mortgage  ;  and  it  was  ingeniously  contended,  that  the 
powers,  uses  and  estates  were  quite  distinct,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  devise  was  revoked.      Vice-chancellor 

Kinderslejf 


(a)  6  Madd.  221. 

(b)  Pages  359,  361  (6th  ed.) 

(c)  4  Sim.  364. 
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MindersUy  thought,  there  was  a  revocation,  but  the        1865. 
Lords  Justices  differed  with  him,  and  overruled  his  de- 
cision.   That  is  a  very  strong  authority,  and  there  is 
none  on  the  other  side  to  shake  it.     As  in  the  case  of  a 
mortgage,  so  also  in  that  of  a  tenant  in  common  whose 
will   is  not  revoked  by  the  fact  that  his  share  has,  since 
the  execution  of  the  will,  been  ascertained  in  severalty 
^y  partition.     A  fine  levied,  for  the  mere  purpose  of 
^^ctuating  a  partition,  is  no  revocation  even  at  law ; 
Williams  V.  Owens  {a).     But  if  the  object  and  intention 
^f*    the   parties   to  any  disposition  be,  not  merely  to 
eflfectuate  a  partition,  but  also  to  answer  some  other 
purpose,  as  in  the  case  of  Tickner  v.  Tickner^  cited  in 
^^'^^cns  V.  Freeman  (J),  there,  there  will  be  a  revocation. 
^^    in  Woodhouse  v.  Okill(c)  and  similar  cases,  a  par- 
"tioii  did  not  revoke  a  person's   will.      In    1  Holies 
-^^^^  (d)  it  is  laid  down,  that  a  feoffment  after  a  will, 
^«oug|j  declared  to  the  uses  of  the  will,  and  where, 
^^^^'efore,  the  testator  takes  back  the  old  uses,  was  held 
l>€  a  revocation,  but  that  affects  the  whole  estate, 
^'^^>  nevertheless.  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Parsons  v.  Free- 
^^^^9^  (e),  declared  that  case  of  the  feoffment  to  be  "  a 
'^'"^^^igious  strong  case."      In  Parsons  v.  Freeman,  a 
^  '^a  by  marriage  articles,  contracted,  that  on  her  hus- 
^*^  d  doing  certain  acts,  she  would  convey  her  estate 
liim  and  his  heirs.     The  husband  then  made  his 
.    ^*1»  devising  his  equitable  interest  to  a  third   party 
^*Ve.      The  husband  and  wife  then  came  to  a  new 
^^^^*^5ement,  by  which  the  uses  were  to  be  limited,  not  to 
^    husband  absolutely,  but  to  such  uses  as  the  husband 
^^  wife  should  jointly  appoint,  and  in  default  to  him 
^'"^BC,  and  suffered  a  recovery,  declaring  the  purpose 

to 

^^^)  2  ret.jun.  601.  (rf)  Page  616. 

>^)  3  Atk.  742.  (e)  3  Atk.  748. 

V^)  8  5mm.  115. 
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1865.       to  be  to  the  uses  of  that  deed ;  and  this  was  held  a  revo     ^ 
^^■^^^^      cation  of  the  will,  because  the  husband  was  to  iak^^^ 
^  absolutely  in  the  first  instance,  but  afterwards  subjec*^  ^: 

Abmbtrono.  to  the  joint  appointment.  The  principle  of  ail  the  ca8e^»s 
is,  that  where  the  conveyance  or  limitation  of  th^^  i 
estate  is  to  effectuate  a  particular  purpose,  it  shall  M, 
revoke  a  previous  will  no  further  than  to  answer  tbat'.M 
particular  purpose.  Upon  this  principle,  accordingly  ^^ 
it  is  submitted,  upon  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs,  tfaar..^H 
as  there  was  no  intention,  when  the  joint  power 
exercised  by  the  deed  of  1840,  to  revoke  the 
further  than  to  vary  the  limitations  so  far  as  to 
the  blunder  as  to  the  life  estates,  the  will  is  not  revoke 
or  is  only  revoked  pro  tanto  ;  Hawlin^  y.  Bttrguijdy 
Wigsell  v.  Smith  (Jb) ;  Montagu  v.  Kattr  (c) ;  Evams  •■^ 
Saunders  (d ) ;  A  ttorney- General  v.  Vigor  (e) ;  Hawm 
Wyatt  (/ ).  There  is  another  point  which  may 
briefly  mentioned,  namely,  whether  the  statute  1  Vim 
c.  26,  does  not  prevent  what  has  been  done  frooa  op 
rating  as  a  revocation,  for  though  it  does  not  extend 
wills  made  before  1838,  yet,  by  those  sections  which 
late,  not  to  the  making  or  construction  of  a  wUl»  bat 
its  revocation,  viz.  the  19th,  20th,  and  23rd  sections^ 
revocation  must  be  of  the  nature  pointed  out  by  the  ac^ 
Hobbs  V.  Knight  (^). 

Mr.  Barton,  for  the  Defendant  Robert  Baynes  An 
strong,  did  not  oppose  the  Plaintiff'}^  case. 

Mr.  Prendergast,  for  the  Defendants  Mr.  and  M**^^ 
Pattenson,  argued  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Pole,  for  Richard  Baynes  ArS^^^ 

stron^^ 

(a)  2  Ves.  4-  B.  382.  on  appeal,  24  L.  J.(Ch)  609. 
(6)  1  Sim,  4-  Si.  321 ;  5  Russ.  (e;  8  Tea  256. 

299.  (/)  3    Bro.    C.    C.    156,  re 

(c)  8  Eich.  507.  versing  S.  C.  2  Cox,  263. 

(d)  1  Drew?.  415,  654,  reversed  {g)  1  Curt,  heel.  Rep,  768. 
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strong.    The  proposition  contended  for  is,  that  the  will        1855. 
of  1827  operated  as  a  valid  disposition  of  the  property      ^^^^^/^^ 
under  the  power  contained  in  the  deeds  of  1824  and  ^^ 

1825,  which  was  the  same  as  that  contained   in  the    Armstromo. 
deed  of  1840 ;  and  it  is  argued,  that,  notwithstanding 
tlie  deed  of  1840,  the  power  is  well  executed.    But  if  the 
I>ower  given  by  the  deed  of  1840  is  a  new,  and  not  the 
old  power  remaining  unaltered,  then  the  will  does  not 
operate  as  an  execution  of  that  power,  nor  can  it  operate 
^®  an  execution  of  the  old  power,  which  is  gone.     It  is 
^»^ued,  that  the  power  is  only  revoked  pro  tanio,  and  a 
F^ssage  in  Sugd.  Pow.  (a),  is  relied  upon.   [  The  Master 
^if  the  Rolls.     Suppose  it  had  been  stated  in  the  deed 
^^  1840,  that  in  the  deed  of  1826  the  life  estates  to  the 
**usband  and  wife  had  been  omitted,  and,  to  remedy  that 
^'^'^^i^sion,  the  deed  of  1840  was  executed,  would  you  con- 
®*der  that  to  be  a  revocation  of  the  will  of  1827  ?]    Yes, 
*^  Was  clearly  an  exercise  of  the  power  in  the  deed  of 
1 840,  which  could  not,  therefore,  be  exercised  by  the  will, 
being  exhausted  and  at  an  end;  Reid  v.  Shergold(b); 
^^gh  V.  Narburgic);  Lawrence  v.  Wallis{d)\  Lock 
▼•  I^ooie  (e) ;  Simpson  v.  Walker  (/) ;  Huband  v.  Hu- 
'^»?rf(^).      There  is  nothing  in  the  deed  of  1840  to 
^he^^,  that  it  was  not  intended  to  execute  the  power 
ftilly,  and  the  deeds  alone  can    be  looked  to  as  evi- 
dence of   the  intention    of  the  parties.      The  case, 
ttioreover,  is  one,  not  of  the   revocation,   but  of  the 
festniction  of  the  power  ;    and   though   the  evidence 
canuot  be  looked  at  to  explain  the  instrument,  yet  it 
®V  he  so  to  give  the  Court  some  knowledge  of  the 
*^"^o instances.     Now  a  vast  deal  has  been  said,  as  to 
"»e  Want  of  intention ;  but  the  facts  are,  that  certain 

deeds 


a\     ^c>l.  1,  page  359  (6th  ed.) 
j"^^    I  o  r«.  370. 


JBro.  C.  C.  319. 


(0  5  6'iw.  618. 

(/)  5  Sim.  1. 

(g)  7  Bro.  P.  C.  433. 
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deeds  had  beea  executed,  and,  on  considmog^" 
afterwards,  it  Has  found  that  tbey  had  failed  to  pro 
for  certain  contingencies,  not  thai  there  was 
mistake  or  any  intention  to  rectify  the  mistake, 
there  were  defects,  and  if  evidence  had  been  tendi 
as  it  is  not,  with  a  Tiew  to  correct  those  errors  or  def 
it  would  not  be  received,  and  in  effect,  it  would 
assist  tbe  Court.  Parol  evidence  as  to  what  wa£ 
intention  of  the  parties  in  executing  the  deed  of  ] 
is  not  admissible,  and  even  if  it  were,  the  Court  w 
not  rectify  the  settlement  without  production  of  tht 
str  actions  for  the  deed  ;  Car  dwell  v\  Machrill  (a 
which  case  tbe  Court  refused  to  carry  into  executi 
settlement  made  in  pursuance  of  marriage  arti 
without  the  production  of  tbe  articles.  As  to  the  e 
of  the  statute  1  T7c^  c.  26,  it  was  held  in  Lord  L 
fvrd  V,  Little  (b)^  that  the  statute  is  wholly  inapplic 
to  such  a  case.  Mansdl  ?,  Price  {c\  was  cited  as 
resulting  trusts  ^| 


Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Osborne^  for  the  Defendi 
Anthony  Brown  and  his  son  Thomas  Brown,  the 
tenant  in  tail  in  esse,  under  the  deeds.    The  29th  p 
graph  of  the  bill  raises  the  question  of  the  rectificatic 
the  settlement.    ^The  Master  of  the  Rolls.    You  i 
not  trouble  yourself  as  to  the  question  of  rectifying 
settlement.     All  that  was  meant  to  be  urged  on 
part  of  the  Plaintiffs  was,  that  the  case  might  b 
treated  for  the  purpose  of  introducing  the  parol 
dence.     I  do  not  consider  this  a  bill  to  rectify  the 
tlement,  and    T    look   only  to  the  documents. 
Plaintiffs  are  entitled   to  have  the  facts  of  the 
being  fifty-nine  in  1840,  and  there  being  then  no  • 


(a)  I  Ambl.  515;  2  Eden,  3i4. 
lb)  2  Jonei  4  Lat.  613. 


(c)  Sugd,  Pow.  App,  21. 
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dren  put  in  evidence,  and  I  shall  treat  those  as  facts.]  1856. 
It  is  arguedy  that  this  deed  of  1840  is  a  revocation  of  ^-^^^^ 
the  'will,  and  the  question  then  turns  upon  the  reason-  ^"** 

ing  applied  by  the  Court  to  revocation.    This  may  be  a    Armstroho. 
revocation,  but  it  is  not  a  revocation  in  the  ordinary 
sense  of  the  term.    You  apply  it  to  the  destruction  of 
the    power,  on   the  subject   matter  itself  being  with- 
^■'^^rn ;  as  if  a  testator  disposes  of  part  of  the  property, 
t^^  ^thdraws  it  from  the  operation  of  the  power,  and 
^ha.t  18  a  partial  revocation  ;  so,  in  the  case  of  a  mort- 
gage, &c.:  but  this  is  a  different  case.    The  question 
■^ere  is  a  question  of  testamentary  capacity;  and  whe- 
ther the  testamentary  instrument  was  executed  by  virtue 
^^^  a  testamentary  capacity,  which  existed  in  this  lady  at 
fcer  death.    The  testamentary  capacity  in  1827  was  not 
^^e   same  as  at  the  lady's  death,  the  former  was  put  an 
^'^cl   to  in  1840,  and  superseded  by  a  new  testamentary 
^^^^pacity ;  and  the  real  question  is^  whether  the  power 
^^tr-oduced  into  the  deed  of  1840  was  a  new  power.     It 
^9    c^ontended,  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  to  de- 
t-ei^xuine   this  question,   but  it    cannot    be    said,  that 
t*^-**tie8  do  not  intend  the  legal  consequences  of  their 
^^^  acts   and  deeds.     They  must   not  do   acts  and 
^«^ii  be  allowed  to  say,  "that  particular  legal  conse- 
^^^nce  is  a  surprise  upon  us."     [The  Master  of  the 
**-^^XL8.     My  present  impression   is,   that  the   parties 
^^■^^er  thought  about  the  will,  or  whether  it  would  be 
^^^ked  or  not]     The  will  being  dated  in   1827,  and 
^*^^  death   of  the   lady   not  having   taken   place   till 
^^^4,  an  interval  of  twenty-seven   years,  it  must  be 
^^^^sidered  that  there  was  an  abandonment  of  the  inten- 
^-^On  in  1827,  before  her  death.    There  is  an  alteration  of 
"^e  testamentary  capacity.     There  is  an  analogy  in  the 
^ses  wherci  before  the  Wills  Act,  a  woman  made  a 
^ill  and  afterwards  married;   there   her  testamentary 

capacity 
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1856.       capacity  ceased ;    for  if  her  husband   died,   and   ^rm- — w 
testamentary  capacity  revived,  the   will  was  neverthe-^^^ 
less  of  no  effect.    There  must  have  been  uninterruptec^-^ 
Arustrono.    testamentary  capacity  from  the  date  of  the  will  to  the^  «-S 
death.     Here,  if  the  parties  had  in  1840,  executed  i^ 
deed  identical  with  the  previous  deed,  the  powers  woulc^X  m 
be  gone.    The  joint  power  was  exhausted  by  its  excT--^^^ 
cise,  but  it  need  not  have  been  so,  as  if,  for  instances^ ^:;^ 
they  had,  under  the  power,  simply  appointed  the  old  lifT^  ^ 
estates,  leaving  every  thing  else  as  it  was.    But  in  184^^^^i^ 
there  was  a  change  of  circumstances,  and  therefore  « 

change  of  intention. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply. 

T/te  Master  of  the  Rolls  took  time  to  consider. 


1866. 

Jan.  29. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  the  question  arises  on  the  constnictia 
and  effect  of  certain  instruments,  and  whether,  by  t 
last  of  them,  the  will  of  the  testatrix  is  or  is  not 
voked. 


on 
he 


It  is  impossible  to  look  at  this  case  without  feeli 
how  little  creditable  to  the  profession,  generally,  are  t 
facts  appearing  in  this  suit,  and  how  serious,  whate 
may  be  the  ultimate  result  of  this  suit,  the  consequen 
must  be  to  the  parties  immediately  concerned,  oc 
sioned  by  the  reiterated  and  inexcusable  blunders  of  t^ 
professors  of  the  law. 

The  outline  of  the  case  is  this : — A  lady,  in  afflui 
circumstances,  possessed  of  large  landed  estate,  naarc^ ' 
a  gentleman  distinguished  in  the  naval  service  of     S 

counfc-^ 


3nt 
— ies 

'  7- 
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sutry.    Thej  apply  for  and  obtain  what  may  be  con-        1866. 
€M^iMed  a8  the  best  advice  tbey  could,  in  order  to  frame 
^t^ttlement  of  their  property. 


Waulbr 
AautTaoMo. 


'Z^hia  gettlement  contains  a  blunder  occasioned  by 
\  negligence.  This  is  discovered  shortly  afterwards, 
tJbi^  best  advice  is  then  resorted  to  by  this  lady  and  gen* 
t^lci'miuan  to  redress  this  evil,  and  the  blunder  is  repaired 
by  ODOther  instrument,  which  contains  another  and  fresh 
bl  u  nder,  still  more  gross,  occasioned  by  a  piece  of  neg- 
1  i^^Ace  a»  inexcusable. 

nThis  again  is  discovered,  and  is  attempted  to  be  re- 
f>ci.i  red  by  a  third  instrument;  but  the  lady  and  her  hus- 
b^vsd  are  never  informed  of  the  probable  or  possible 
^ fleet  which  the  execution  of  this  third  instrument 
'^v-omsld  produce  on  their  previous  acts,  and  that,  accord- 
is^  S*  to  the  technical  rules  of  this  Court,  which  none  but 
^    p>Tofessional  person  could  understand,  the  last  wishes 
^>^    ^he  Iady«  solemnly  expressed  in  her  will,  would  be 
'^bojly  inoperative,  or  that,  at  the  best,  a  long,  doubtful 
^*^ci  expensive  litigation  would  be  necessary,  to  set  it 
^^S^t    Most  assuredly,  if  the  Court  must  declare  that 
^^  as  third  instrument  has  rendered  the  will  of  this  lady 
''^0|)erative,  it  cannot  but  feel,  that  the  real  intentions 
^'^    this  lady,  in  the  disposal  of  her  property,  have  been 
"■^^Btrated,  and  that  the  objects  of  her  bounty  are  de- 
pa^  'ved  of  the  fruits  of  it,  by  the  combined  effect  of  the 
^^^^ompetence  of  certain  members  of  the  legal  profession, 
^K^^^rating  upon  a  mere  technical  rule  of  law  founded  in 
'^^^  principle  of  common  sense  or  justice. 

The  facts,  as  far  as  they  need  be  explained,  are  as 

ibllows:— The   Plaintiff,    Captain   Robertson    Walker, 

^^liarried  his  late  wife  in  June,  1824.     On  that  occasion, 

^Settlement  was  made  of  the  lady's  property,  consisting 

of 
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1856.       of  two  estates,  one  of  which  may  be  called  "  her  own," 
^"^^^^^^      and  the  other  which  was  derived  from  her  brother,  who 
^^  was  then  dead,  may  be  called  "  her  brother's."     By 

Arustrono.  that  settlement,  both  estates  were  conveyed  to  three 
trustees,  in  trust  to  hold  the  same  for  such  uses  as  the 
husband  and  wife  should  jointly  appoint  by  deed,  and 
in  default  of  such  appointment,  as  to  one  half,  to  pay 
the  rents  and  proceeds  to  Captain  Robertson  Walker 
during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  his  wife,  and  as  to 
the  other  half,  to  pay  the  rents  and  proceeds  thereof  to 
Mrs.  Walker,  for  her  separate  use,  during  their  joint 
lives,  and  upon  the  death  of  either,  the  survivor  was  to 
take  the  rents  and  proceeds  for  life.  Subject  to  these 
life  estates,  the  estate  derived  from  the  brother  wits 
limited  to  such  uses  as  Mrs.  Walker  should  appoint^ 
either  by  deed  or  will,  and,  in  default  of  such  ap|>oint — 
ment,  it  was  limited  to  go  to  her  first  and  other  sons  i 
tail  male,  with  remainder  to  her  daughters,  as  tenant^s; 
in  common  in  tail  general,  with  cross  remainders  bi 
tween  them  in  tail.  In  default  of  such  issue,  the  pn 
perty  was  limited  to  Robert  Baynes  Armstrong^  tl 
first  Defendant,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  a 
other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  Richar 
Baynes  Armstrong ,  the  second  Defendant  on  the  recon 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  i 
tail  male,  with  remainder  to  Thomas  Bean,  the  thii 
Defendant  on  the  record,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  h 
first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male.  The  Defeiidai 
Anthony  Benn  is  h\^  {Thomas  Benns)  eldest  son,  a 
consequently,  as  neither  Robert  B.  Armstrong  m 
Richard  B.  Armstrong  has  any  issue  male,  he  is 
first  tenant  in  tail  in  existence. 

As  to  the  wife's  estate,  subject  to  the  life  estat^^ 
already  stated,  it  was  limited  to  the  child  or  children  of 
the  marriage,  in  such  manner  as  the  husband  and  wife 

should 
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should  jointly  appoint,  and  in  default,  as  the  survivor        1856. 
should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  any  such  appointment,      ^■^•v*^*^ 
the  estate  was  limited  to  the  same  trusts  as  those  al-         ^^^^^ 
ready  stated  with  respect  to  the  estate  derived  from  the    Armstroko. 
brother,  which  followed  the  power  given  to  Mrs.  Walker 
to  appoint  by  deed  or  will.    The  settlement,  therefore, 
contained  no  provision  for  the  daughters  of  any  son  of 
the  marriage,  nor  did  it  contain  any  power  enabling 
Mrs.  Walker  to  dispose  of  her  own  estate,  in  case  she 
should  have  no  issue  of  the  marriage. 

This  blundering  omission  from  the  settlement  was 
speedily  discovered,  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Walker  desired 
that  it  might  be  corrected.    This,  by  means  of  the  gene« 
ral  power  of  appointment  reserved  to  the  husband  and 
wife,  might  easily  have  been  accomplished,  had  proper 
care  been  taken  not  to  create  a  fresh  blunder  in  curing 
the  old  one.    Accordingly,  with  this  view,  a  deed  of  ap- 
pointment, exercising  that  power,  and  bearing  date  the 
l7tb  of  May,  1825,  was  duly  executed   by  Captain 
Hobertwn  Walker  and  his  wife,  of  the  first  part,  and  the 
trustees  of  the   second   part.    This   deed   recited   the 
desire  of  Captain   and   Mrs.   Walker  to  exercise   the 
power  of  appointment  contained  in  the  former  settle* 
0[ient,  and  then  proceeded  to  limit  and  appoint  both 
the  estates  to  such  use^  as  both  husband  and  wife 
should  by  deed  jointly  appoint,  and  in  default  of  any 
^uch  appointment,  so  far  as  regards  the  estate  derived 
from  her  brother,  to  such  uses  as  Mrs.  Walker  should 
appoint  by  deed  or  will,  and  in  default  of  any  such 
appointment,  the  estate  was  limited  to  the  first  and 
^3ther  sons  of  the  marriage  in  tail  general,  remainder 
'^o  the  daughters  of  the  marriage  as  tenants  in  com- 
xnon  in  tail  general,  with  cross  remainders  in  tail,  and 
Sn  default  of  such  issue,  as  Mrs.  Walker  should  by  deed 
or  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  such  appointment,  to 

the 
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1856.       ^be  ases  limited  by  tbe  original  settlement  to  lake  effects* 
^•^^^^^      afler  the  limitations  to  tbe  daugbters  of  Mrs.  Walker;^, 
^w ."*      ^^^  **  *°  ^^'  Walker's  own  estate,  it  is,  subject  to  tht^ 
Armbtrono.  joint  power  of  appointment,  and  subject  to  tbe  uses  ii 

tbe  original  settlement  limited  to  take  effect  during  thes 
lives  of  Captain  and  Mrs.  Walker,  and  tbe  survivor  oS 
them,  limited  to  tbe  same  uses  as  those  specified  in  thes 
original  settlement  in  favour  of  tbe  children  of 
marriage,  in  such  manner  as  Captain  and  Mrs.  Walher^i^^^ 
should  appoint,  and  in  default,  to  the  uses  limited  too^ 
take  effect  concerning  the  lands  derived  from  her  bro— ^i^^ 
ther ;  provided  always,  that  in  case  there  should  be  a*^      - 
failure  of  issue  of  the  marriage,  Mrs.  Walker  shouIdK^' 
have  power  to  appoint  the  hereditaments  settled, 
deed  or  will. 

In  this  deed  of  appointment,  therefore,  the  fotmerx 
blunders  being  redressed,  a  still  more  serious  blunder  is^Si 

made,  by  omitting,  in  the  settlement  of  tbe  estate  de 

rived  from  the  brother,  all  the  limitations  for  the  lives  o(3i 
Captain  and  Mrs.  Walker,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor.^-i-' 
Captain  and  Mrs.  Walker  had  taken  the  best  advice 
they  could,  they  had  employed  eminent  professional 
persons  residing  in  the  metropolis,  and  must  naturally 
have  supposed   that  now,  at  least,  the  whole  matter^ 
was  corrected,  and  that  no  difficulty  could  arise  on  this^ 
second  settlement.     In  this  view  of  the  case,  and  ift> 
February,  1827,  Mrs.  Walker  made  her  will,  by  which 
she  recited  the  power  contained  in  the  original  settle- 
ment, and  by  virtue  of  that  and  every  other  power  ena- 
bling her  so  to  do,  devised  all  the  settled  lands  and 
hereditaments  in  the  following  manner.     She  gave  part 
to  certain  persons,  members  of  the  Armstrong  family, 
and  the  remainder  she  gave  to  the  Plaintiff,  her  hus- 
band. Captain  R.  Walker,  absolutely. 

After  the  lapse  of  many  years  after  this.  Captain  and 

Mrs. 
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Mr».  Walker  having  occasion  to  deal  with  some  portion        1856. 
of  their  property  by  way  of  sale  or  exchange,  the  settle- 
ments were  laid  before  a  professional  gentleman,  who        '  '^f 
imiEftediately  pointed  out  the  blundering  omission  which    Aeihtrono. 
exiated  in  the  deed  of  1825,  and  the  inconvenience  which 
might  result  from  the  omission  of  the  life  estates  to  Mr. 
and  IWrs.  Walker.  Thereupon, on  the  24th  October,  1840, 
Captain  and  Mrs.  Walker  again,  under  the  best  profes* 
sioncil  advice,  executed  a  fresh  deed  to  repair  this  second 
bluoder  and  defect.    To  this  deed  Captain  and  Mrs. 
Wloti^igr  were  parties  of  the  one  part,  and  the  surviving 
trustee  of  the  original  settlement  of  the  other  part     It 
i^eoited  the  indentures  ofJune,  1824,  and  of  Jfay,  1825; 
It  ro<^ted  that  Captain  and  Mrs.  Walker  were  desirous 
or   ^v^rying  the  limitations  contained  in  the  settlement, 
^>^cl  thereupon,  by  the  joint  appointment  of  both  Captain 
a*^cl    Mrs.  Walker,  the  estates,  as  well  those  derived  from 
bei*     brother  as  her  own,  were  settled  to  such  uses  as 
Captain  and  Mrs.  Walker  should  appoint ;  and  in  de- 
'^ul'^  thereof,  during  the  joint  lives  of  Captain  and  Mrs. 
^'^or^Jlcr,  as  to  one-half,  in  trust  for  Captain  Walker,  and 
^®     ^-o  the  other  half,  in  trust  for  the  separate  use  of 
f^^^.  Walker;  and  after  the  decease  of  either,  the  whole 
^'^  "•^-^^ust  for  the  survivor  for  life ;  and  after  the  decease 
^^     "^he  survivor,  for  such  uses  as  Mrs.  Walker  should, 
y     ^eed  or  will,  appoint;  and  in  default  of  appointment, 
^    ^a-ust  for  the  Defendants,  for  the  same  estates  as  those 
^^^«dy  stated  in  the  original  settlement.     This  deed,  it 
^  ^1  be  observed,  omits  all  limitations  in  favour  of  issue, 
J   ^^  "^  there  were  none  then,  and  the  advanced  age  of  the 
^^"^^^  had  rendered  future  issue,  humanly  speaking,  im- 
^^^^^sible,  and   accordingly  such    limitations   were   un- 
^^^^^^ssary.     The  settlement  would  have  answered  its 
^^^^^'^"pose,  if  the  unfortunate  objects  of  this  series  of 
^  ^^  nders  had  been  told  what  effect  it  would  have  upon 
^^  m,  but,  from  the  first  to  the  last,  it  does  not  appear 

that 
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that  any  one  ever  informed  either  of  them  of  the  efleci 
which  this  deed  might  have  on  Mrs  Walker's  will,  ift  i 
she  had  previously  made  one. 

In  December,  1854,  Mrs.  Walker  died  without  issuei^* 
without  having  altered  or  re-published  her  will,  am 
without  having  revoked  it,  unless  the  deed  of  1840O 
operated  as  such  revocation.    The  question  in  this  ci 
is,  whether  this  deed  rendered  the  will  inoperative. 

In  favour  of  the  validity  of  the  appointment  made  b; 
the  will  of  this  lady  in  1827,  notwithstanding  the  sub— ^ 
sequent  deed  of  1840,  it  is  urged,  that  the  effect  of  thi^i 
settlement  depends  on  the  intention  with  which  it  wa^  J 
executed  by  the  parties  thereto ;  and  evidence  is  tenderecE:^ 
to  shew  the  circumstances  under  which,  and  the  object'^ 
for  which,  that  deed  was  executed,  the  admissibility  ot  ^ 
which  evidence  is  contested  on  the  other  side.  Mj^ 
opinion  is,  that  evidence  of  this  character  is  not  admis-^ 
sible ;  but  I  have,  upon  the  mere  perusal  of  the  deeds  1 
themselves,  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  sole  objecr^: 
and  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  deed  of  Maj/j  1825^ 
was  to  redress  the  blunders  of  omitting  the  interests  tc^  - 
the  daughters  of  sons  of  the  marriage,  and  to  g\vm  ^ 
Mrs,  Walker  a  power  of  disposing  of  her  own  estate  b]^ 
will,  in  case  there  should  be  no  issue  of  the  marriag( 
and  also  that  the  sole  object  of  the  deed  of  1840  wai 
to  redress  the  blunder  of  the  deed  of  1826,  whicli' 
omitted  the  life  estates  of  Captain  and  Mrs.  Walk 
and  that  the  omission  of  the  limitations  to  the  issue 
the  marriage  is  explained  by  the  fact  that  no  such  issu»  ^ 
then  existed,  and  that  the  advanced  age  of  Mrs.  Wallte-'^s 
made  the  birth  of  a  child,  humanly  speaking,  impo^^ 
sible ;  and  that,  therefore,  these  limitations  were  omitte  -^ 
as  superfluous  and  needlessly  lengthening  the  deec^  " 
No  evidence  could,  to  ray  mind,  make  this  more  plaiir  -i 
In  all  other  respects,  the  limitations  contained  in  tl 
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^^^  are  the  same.    The  Plaintiffs,  therefore,  id  my 
f^^^ion,  are  entitled  to  every  advantage  that  can  be 
^^ived  from  the  fact,  that  the  deed  of  1840  was  executed 
*tli  the  sole  view  and  object  of  correcting  the  error  in    Armstromo. 
^*^^deedof  JIfay,  1826. 

Id  this  state  of  things,  it  is  contended  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
^hat  this  is  analogous  to  the  cases  of  mortgage  and  of 
Partition,  and  that  the  appointment  of  the  estate  to  new 
^ses  in  favour  of  the  mortgagee  only  revokes  or  alters 
the  previous  uses  and  limitations  pro  tanto,  and  that 
they,  except  for  the  purpose  of  the  mortgage,  remain 
unaltered ;  and,  as  is  the  case  of  a  tenant  in  common, 
where  the  will  is  not  revoked  by  the  fact  that  his  share 
has  since  been  ascertained  in  severalty  by  partition. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  contended  for  the  Defendants, 
that  the  estates  themselves  which  were  the  subject  of 
the  devise  of  1827  are  gone,  and  that,  under  the  deed 
of  1840,  Mrs.  Walker  had  a  separate  and  distinct  power 
of  appointment,  which  has  never  been  executed. 

I  have  delayed  my  judgment  for  a  considerable  time, 
in  the  hope  that  I  might  be  successful  in  discovering 
Reasons  by  which  this  will  might  be  supported;  but  it 
Is  with  much  pain  that  I  feel  myself  obliged  to  come  to 
"^he  conclusion  that  this  cannot  be  done.     Even  putting 
mt  in  the  most  favourable  light  for  the  Plaintiffs,  it  is 
^ear  that  there  has  been  a  disturbance  of  the  seisin  of 
ilbf  rs.  Walker  by  the  limitation  to  the  new  uses.    I  do 
-not   know  that  it  has  ever  been  decided  that  a  dis- 
turbance so  created  is  identical,  in  effect,  with  the  dis- 
turbance of  a  seisin  created  by  a  common  law  convey- 
ance; but  I  can  see  no  ground  for  holding  that  the 
effect  is  different,  so  far  as  regards  the  validity  of  a  will 
|)reviously  executed  and  not  affected  by  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  of  1  Vict.  c.  26.    I  have  been  desirous  to 
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1866.       fi^d  reasonable  arguments  which  wooki  enable  me  to  hc^l^ 
that  an  appointment  under  a  power  paramount  to  t. 
whole  fee  in  form,  and  which,  in  substance,  re-limits  t.  ' 
AaMiTBoaa.    old  estates,  is  an  appointment  only  to  the  extent  of  t  St« 
new  uses ;  but  that,  so  far  as  the  old  uses  are  concemc^*^* 
which  are  re-limited,  it  is  a  mere  nullity,  and  that,     ^^^ 
fact,  it  simply  does  not  displace  the  old  uses.    But  I  a^  >Exa 
of  opinion  that  such  a  proposition  cannot  be  raaintain^"^^ ' 
and  that  no  distinction  exists  between  the  old  uses  arr^^ 
the  new  ones  limited  under  the  execution  of  a  pow** 
paramount  to  the  whole  estate.    They  are,  in  fact, 
new  uses  and  new  estates,  though  given  to  the  sao 
persons  and  for  the  same  purposes,  and  affecting 
same  piece  of  land.     It  is  true  that,  with  respect 
mortgages,  the  mortgage  is  merely  a  revocation  pro  tani 
of  the  previous  uses ;  and  the  mere  form  of  the  resenra 
tion  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  as  Lord  Redesdale  ol 
served  in  the  case  o(  Innes  v.  Jackson  (a),  is  not  of  itsel 
sufficient  to  alter  the  previous  title.     In  fact,  the  lioiit 
tions  are,  in  that  ease,  to  be  explained  by  the  previou 
title,  and  a  limitation  inconsistent  with  it,  and  not  shews 
clearly  to  have  been  intended  by  the  parties  to   it,  i 
treated  as  a  mistake,  and  a  resulting  trust  arises  in  favou 
of  the  old  uses.     Accordingly,  if  the  wife's  estate  is 
mortgaged  and  the  equity  of  redemption  is  reserved 
the  heir  of  the  husband,  a  resulting  trust  arises  in  favou^^ 
of  the  wife  and  her  heiis ;  but  the  execution  of  the  powe^^ 
takes  the  part  appointed  entirely  out  of  the  settlement  ^^ 
and   in  that  case,   no  resulting   trust  arises   in    plac 
of  the  old  ones ;  in  fact,  they  are  new  estates.     Here- 
the  part  appointed  is  the  whole  property,  and,  in  favour 
of  Mrs.   Walker f  there  is  created  a  new  power  to  ar 
point  by  will,  and  the  old  power  to  appoint  by  will  is 
destroyed,  and  all  instruments  exercising  that  power  are 
destroyed,  and  fiall  with  the  power  itself. 

The 
(a)  I  BU.O  S.  104. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  303 

le  eases  in  which  this  principle  is  enunciated,  and  IS&6» 
liBtinctions  taken,  are  numerous,  and  were  for  the 
.  part  commented  upion  in  the  argument  of  this  ease, 
ddition  to  those  which  were  then  cited,  I  may  refer 
%S9e  ?.  Holfard{a),  and  to  Vaw$er  ?•  Jeffrey  (b)y 
on  rehearing  (c),  and  before  the  Court  of  King's 
^  {d)f  on  a  case  sent  from  Chancery.  In  that  case, 
Etveyance  of  an  estate  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  to 
re  a  jointure,  and  subject  to  the  term  created  for 
purpose,  to  the  devisor  and  his  heirs,  with  a  cove- 
to  surrender  copyhold  estates  to  the  same  uses, 
keld  to  revoke  the  will  as  to  the  freehold.  The 
^n  was  principally  occasioned  by  the  question, 
•Iter  the  covenant  to  surrender  the  copyholds  had 
»sme  effect,  and  it  was  finally  determined,  against 
opinion  of  Sir  William  Grrant,  that  it  had  no  such 
'%;  but  thai  distinction  between  a  conveyance  of 
[lold  and  a  mere  covenant  to  surrender  copyholds,  is 
mpplieable  to  or  available  in  the  present  case. 

)f  the  cases  cited  in  argument,  that  of  Lord  Lang^ 
i  V.  Liitle  (je),  bears  very  materially  on  the  question 
)re  me  ;  it  is,  in  fact,  decisive  of  the  present  question, 
is  not,  I  think,  distinguishable  from  it.     It  was  to 
effect: — ^A  deed  of  1829  bad  been  executed  by  the 
er  of  Lord  Langford^  by  which  an  estate  in  Ireland 
been  settled  to  various  uses,  with  an  ultimate  limi- 
m  of  the  fee  to  Lord  Longford^  and  the  settlement 
tained  a  joint  power  to  Lord  and  Lady  Longford  to 
»ke  these  uses  and  to  settle  new  ones.    Various 
is  were  executed,  to  which  it  is  not  necessary  to 
r,  further  than  to  say,  that  they  left  the  estate  sub- 
to  the  uses  of  the  deed  of  1829.     In  this  state  of 

things, 

i)  3  Vet,  650.  (d)  3  Bain,  if  Aid,  462. 

»)  16  Ytt.  519.  (e)  2  Jonet  ^  Lai,  613. 

•)  3  Ktctf.  479. 
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1866.  things,  in  September,  ISSG,  Lord  Longford  made  his 
will  disposing  or  all  his  real  estates,  both  in  England 
and  Ireland.  After  this,  in  April,  1839,  Lord  and  Lady 
Langford  executed  a  deed,  exercising  the  power  of  revo- 
cation and  new  appointment,  by  which,  as  in  the  former 
settlement,  the  ultimate  limitation  of  the  estates  was  to 
Lord  Langford  in  fee.  Lord  Langford  died  immediately 
after,  without  having  republished  his  will ;  it  was  held, 
that  the  will  did  not  operate  on  the  estate  limited  to 
him  in  fee  by  the  original  settlement  of  1829,  and  also 
by  the  deed  of  April,  1836.  The  whole  of  the  reason- 
ing of  Lord  St.  Leonards  in  that  case  applies,  strictly 
and  pointedly,  to  the  present  case,  in  all  respects.  I  . 
think  it  unanswered,  and  I  consider  myself  bound  to ' 
follow  it. 

The  case  of  Anson  v.  Lee  (a)  was  cited  before  me  in 
favour  of  the  Defendant;  but  my  judgment  is  in  no 
respect  founded  on  that  case,  the  authority  of  which 
has  been  much  doubted,  and  which,  in  truth,  seems 
scarcely  consistent  with  the  doctrines  laid  down  by 
Lord  Redesdale  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  the  case  of 
Innes  v.  Jackson. 

The  cases  of  Montagu  v.  Kater  (b),  and  Evans  v. 
Saunders  (c),  do  not,  in  reality,  apply  here.  All  that 
was  there  decided  had  rererence  to  a  case,  where  the 
power  to  appoint  having  been  executed  in  a  manner 
which  reserved  a  power  to  revoke  the  limitations  so 
appointed,  and  to  appoint  fresh  ones,  the  exercise  of  the 
second  power,  revoking  the  limitations  last  appointed 
and  not  limiting  the  estate  to  any  fresh  uses,  was  held 
thereby  to  set  up  and  restore  the  limitations  originally 

existing 

(a)  4  Sim,  364.  versed  on  appeal,  24  L.  J.  {N.  S.) 

(b)  8  Eich,  507.  CA.  609. 

(c)  1  Drew,  415  and  654 ;  re- 
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existing  in  default  of  any  appointment;  that  is  quite  1866. 
distinct  from  the  present  case  ;  here  all  the  limitations  v^^.^^^ 
^nd    the  power  itself  which  had  been  executed  by  the  ^^""^ 

"^ill  of  Mrs.  Walker  have  been  destroyed  by  the  exe-  Armstrong. 
cution  of  the  general  and  paramount  power  of  appoint- 
iQent;  they  did  not  continue  to  exist  any  longer;  and 
^ith  the  power  falls  the  instrument  by  which  it  was 
executed ;  the  old  limitations  and  powers  in  fact  are  not 
revived.  If  this  view  be  correct,  it  follows,  that  the 
^ill  is  nugatory,  unless  it  can  be  successfully  con- 
^nded,  that  a  person  could  exercise  a  power  by  antici- 
pation, and  that  the  person  who  is  to  become  the  donee 
^^  ^  power  can  exercise  the  power  before  it  really  exists. 
^^t  this,  in  my  opinion,  cannot  be  reasonably  argued. 


The  observations  I  have  made  have  already  disposed, 

y  Anticipation,  of  the  argument  derived  from  the  case 

^^  -^obbs  V.  Knight  (a), — derived  from  the  retrospective 

^Pe^ration  of  the  Statute  of  Wills  of  1  Vict.  c.  26,  with 

^^**pect  to  the  revocation  of  wills  then  existing  prior  to 

^^t  statute,  by  means  of  acts  done  subsequently  to  the 

^^  ^anuary^  1838.     That  decision  appears  to  me  to  be 

P^'^^ctly  correct,  and  I  should  certainly  follow  it,  if  the 

^^^^sion  for  it  arose;  but  I  think  that  it  does  not  apply 

^   tile  present  case.     This  is  not  the  case  of  the  revo- 

^^^ion  of  a  will,  but  it  is  the  case  of  destroying  a  power, 

y  the  exercise  of  which  alone  the  will  could  have  any 

^lidity  ;  it  is  as  if  the  estate  itself  was  gone,  over  which 

*^^  devise  was  to  operate.     1  am,  therefore,  compelled 

/^    Adopt  almost  the  words  of  Lord  St.  Leonards,  in 

^-^r-ci  Langford  v.  Little,  on  this  point ;  these  sections  of 

^be  "Wills  Act  assume  that  the  will  would,  by  its  own 

operation,  unless  it  were  for  the  act  of  revocation,  pass 

*-ae  estate  which  the  testator  had  power  to  dispose  of  at 

his 
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(fl)  3  Cwrteit,  768. 

X 


Walkbr 

V. 


306  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1866.  l^is  death,  but  they  do  not  affect  wills  which  attempt  t< 
dispose  of  an  estate  over  which  the  testator  had  no 
any  power  at  the  date  of  the  will.  The  interest  whic 
Armstrong,  ^^g  devised  in  that  case,  as  in  the  present,  had  cease 
to  exist,  by  reason  of  subsequent  conveyances,  and  tb 
will  cannot  operate  upon  a  new  and  altogether  differei 
estate,  although  it  be  in  the  same  lands.  I  am,  then 
fore,  compelled,  though  with  great  regret,  to  come  1 
the  conclusion,  that  the  blunders  of  the  profession  an 
the  pitfalls  of  the  law  have  frustrated  entirely  the  ii 
tentions  of  this  lady,  and  made  her  die  intestate,  a 
though  she  had,  as  she  believed,  made  a  will  disposin 
of  her  estate,  and  although  she  had  a  full  comple* 
power  to  do  so,  and  had  taken  the  best  advice  si 
could  as  to  the  mode  of  doing  it. 

It  is  not,  however,  for  me  to  attempt  to  alter  the  la-* 
my  province  is  to  declare  what  it  is,  regardless  of  M 
consequences ;  and  if  I  were  to  attempt  to  travel  ■ 
yond  this,  I  should,  if  not  stopped  by  a  higher  tribucr 
probably  produce  still  greater  evils  than  those  I 
tempted  to  redress,  by  unsettling  titles  and  disturbs 
the  possession  of  persons  who  had  become  possesses 
property,  the  title  to  which  rested  on  the  principle 
might  have  unsettled. 

The  result  is,  that  this  bill  must  be  dismissed, 
without  costs. 


Note. — On  Appeal  before  the  Lords  Justices,  19  Jti/y,  1856, 
m\\  was  made  to  operate,  by  reforming,  upon  an  amendment  of  ^ 
bill,  the  deed  of  1840. 
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DUNCAN  V.  CANNAN.   (No.  2.) 

Nov.  6. 

H  the  marriage  of  Andrew  Duncan ,  a  domiciled  A  Scotch  mar- 
Scotchman,  with  Harriett   Grace  Inkson,  a  do-  ^^^i^^^Ui 
iled  Englishwoman,  a  settlement,  in  the  Scotch  form,  the  husband  a 
i^  Slat  July,  1826,  was  made  and  executed  by  the  all  property 

odcd  husband  and  wife,  whereby,  in  consideration  of  belonging  to 

the  wife  or 
settlement  made  by  Mr.  Duncan  on  his  intended  wife,  that  might  be 

''assismed  and  made  over  to  and  in  favour  of  herself  f squired  by 

°,  her  during  the 

the  said  Andrew  Duncan,  her  promised  spouse,  in  marriage,  and 

unetfee  and  life  rent,  and  the  child  or  children  that  [{j^  JJl^he^ 

jld  be  procreated  of  the  said   intended  marriage,  wlf.    After- 

wards  the 
sible  as  aforesaid,  whom  failing  the  said  Harriett  ^jfe  became 

Ece  Inkson,  her  heirs  and  assis^ns  whomsoever,  in  fee,  f "titled,  for 

^  life,  to  a  legacy 

^tate,  funds  and  effects  heritable  and  moveable,  real  of  2,000/.  tor 

personal,  presently  belonging  or  due  and  addebted  J^  wiAout 

icr,  or  that  may  be  acquired  by  her  during  the  sub-  [wwer  of  an- 

?iice  of  the  said  intended  marriage."  witE^remain- 

der  to  her 
^  children, 

bis  settlement,  construed  according  to  the  Scotch  Held,  that  the 

K     K     f1       <1 

9  gave  a  life  interest  in  after-acquired  property  of  the  hUassigneea 

-  to  the  husband,  and  the  corpus  of  the  property  to  took  no  in- 
,^      _        _  ^^  r     I       J  terestinthe 

Wife  herself.     See  Duncan  v.  Cannan(<a).  fund,  notwith- 

standing the 
settlement, 

^fter  this,  Lewis  Inkson,  the  father  of  Mrs.  Duncan,  and  that  the 
1  .  result  would 

*  m  1836",  having,  by  his  will,  directed  his  trustees,  have  been  the 

>ng  other  things,  to  invest  2,000Z.  and  pay  the  income  ■?"™®»  '^^^®  ^ 
^  o  '  J  r  .^  clause  against 

"^of  to  Mrs.  Duncan  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  anticipation 
^out  power  of  anticipation,  and  after  her  decease  to  omitte^d." 
Duncan  for  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor, 

upon 
(a)  18  Beav.  144. 

x2 
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1855.       upon  trust,  as  to  the  corpus^  for  the  benefit  of  their  chil — 1 
dren. 


In  January,  1848,  Mr.  Duncan  became  bankrupt,  and 
his  assignees,  who  had  taken  his  life  interest  in  othei 
funds  given  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  claimed  to  bes 
entitled,  by  virtue  of  the  settlement,  to  the  dividends  o^ 
he  consols,  in  which   the  2,000Z.  had  been  invested^, 
luring  Duncans  life.    The  stock  was  paid  into  Cour 
•y  the  surviving  trustee  in  May^  1855,  to  the  credit 
he  cause.     Two  petitions  were  now  presented  ;  one  b^ 
he   Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Duncan,  praying  payment  of  th 
ividends  to  her  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  and  tl 
•ther  by  the  assignees,  claiming  the  dividends  durii 
.he  life  of  Mr.  Duncan  under  the  marriage  settlemei 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hemming,  for  the  Plaim 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Rudall,  for  the  assignees. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  Mr.  Giffard  and  Mr.  Roberts,  for  oti 
parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

1  am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  Mrs.  Duncaw^^^^  is 
entitled  to  the  dividends,  and  that  the  assignees  take  ^no- 

thing.     It  makes  no  difference  whether  it  is  a  ScotcBr^^  or 
an  English  settlement  as  regards  the  question  at  is.^^  ue. 
Though  the  settlement  is  a  Scotch  settlement*  its  <r  ^on- 
struction  was  determined  by  the  evidence  in  the  ca  «-■  ^f 
and,  therefore,  it  is  the  same  thing  as  if  it  had  beevi      so 
English  settlement,  having  the  construction,  which,  uf  x^o 
the  evidence  of  the  eminent  witnesses,  whose  opiui^^"^ 
were  taken,  I  have  already  put  upon  it.    The  only  qi*  ^^ 
tion  was  as  to  the  jus  mariti,  and  the  Scotch  law3^  ^^ 
declared,  that  that  was  preserved  by  the  settlement  <^  ^^^ 

prop^^^^y 
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property  given  to  the  wife,  that  is,  that  though  the  wife 
livas  entitled  to  the  corpus  of  the  property,  the  husband 
w^as  entitled  to  a  life  interest  therein. 

IMr.  Inkson,  the  father  of  the  Plaintiff,  by  his  will, 

ga^ve  no  interest  to  the  Plaintiff  in  the  carpus  of  the 

stook  to  be  purchased  with  the  2,000/.,  but  he  gave  her 

meirely  a  life  interest  therein  for  her  separate  use,  and 

exoluded    the  jus   mariti ;    therefore,    the    restriction 

ag^^^inst  anticipation  is  not  material,  for  the  limitation 

to     ihe  separate  use  of  the  Plaintiff  is  sufficient  with- 

ots^  it  to  exclude  the  husband's  rights  under  the  mar- 

<*>age  settlement.     Mr.  Roupell  was  compelled  to  argue, 

in    ^he  only  way  in  which  the  case  could  be  argued,  on 

bfslialf  of  the  assignees,  that  the  dividends,  as  they  ac- 

^i^^^cd  due,  were  to  be  treated  as  subsequent  sums  which 

th^    Plaintiff  might  dispose  of  as  they  became  payable, 

^'^  cl  as  if  they  were  then  given.     But  that  would  destroy 

th^   father's  intention,  that  the  Plaintiff  should  have  the 

^i'vidends  for  her  separate  use  for  life;  and  would  more- 

^^^r  be  a  strained  and  forced  construction.     On  that 

vi^  vr  of  the  case,  the  assignees  would  only  be  entitled  to 

bs.'v^ethe  dividends  invested  and  turned  into  capital  and 

to    receive  the  interest  of  such  capital. 


1855. 


11^6  order  must  be  to  pay  the  dividends  to  the  Plaintiff 
^^d  the  petition  of  the  assignees  must  be  dismissed  with 
^osts. 
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Nov.  2d. 

Under  a  mur* 
riage  settle^ 
menu  the  hus* 
band  whb  en* 
tiUed  tc  a  Itfe 
interest  in  all 
the  VTife's  after- 
acqiiir^dprg- 
perty.    Tbe 
tutban<l  be* 
came  bank* 
iDpt,  and  ob- 
tflined  his  cer- 
tificate,    Tbe 
Wife  after- 
wards became 
entitled  to  the 
residuary  es^ 
tate  of  her  de- 
ceased sister, 
as  next  of  kin. 
Held,  that  the 
assignees  were 
not  entitled  to 
the  husband's 
life  interest  in 
this  property* 


Li  re  INKSON'S  Trusts 

and 

In  re  THE  TRUSTEE  RELIEF  ACT  (10  & 
c-  96.)  I 

TJY  the  settlement  made  m  1826  on  the  ma 
"^  Andrew  Duncan  and  Harriet  Inkson^  i\ 
was  held  to  be  eu tilled  to  a  life  interest  in  all 
and  perianal  estate,  or  that  might  be  acquire 
during  the  subsistence  of  the  marriage ;  D 
Cannan{a).  In  1848,  Duncan  became  bank) 
obtained  his  certificate. 


* 


Anne  Jnksonj  a  sifter  of  Mr^,  Duncan^  n 
lutely  entitled  to  some  funds  vested  in  the  n 
trustee.  Anne  Inkson  died  in  August^  1855, 
upon  which  her  sister,  Mrs.  Duncan^  who  waj 
next  of  kin  and  administratrix,  claimed  to  '. 
funds  transferred  to  her.  The  trustee  paid  the  ^ 
Court,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Trustee  R 
(10  &  11  Vict.  c.  96),  on  the  ground  that  Mr. 
being  entitled  to  a  life  interest  therein  by  virt 
settlement,  his  assignees  could  claim  the  bene 
provisions  in  the  marriage  contract  in  favour  of  1 
rupt,  and  demand  payment  of  the  dividends  d 
life. 


Mr.  and  Mrs.  Duncan  now  presented  a  pe 
payment  out  of  Court  to  them  of  the  money. 


{a)  13  Beat-.  12$  and  ante,  p.  307. 
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Mr.  JR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hemming,  in  support  of  the        1866. 

petition.     Until  the  death  of  Anne  Inkson,  the  interest 

^f  Mrs.  Duncan  in  the  funds  belonging  to  her  was  a 

vnere  expectancy  or  bare  possibility,  and  the  husband's 

derivative  interest  under  the  settlement  was  no  more 

"than  a  similar  expectancy  or  possibility,  till  the  death  ^*  Trubtct 

of  Anne  Inhson,  and  having  no  actual  vested  interest 

until  after  he  obtained  his  certificate,  it  did  not  pass  to 

liis  assignees.     At  all  events,  Mrs.  Duncan  was  entitled 

to  receive  the  money  in  her  character  of  administratrix. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Rudall,  for  the  assignees, 
llie  settlement  amounted  of  course  to  a  contract  for 
valuable  consideration,  between  the  intended  husband 
and  wife,  and  every  benefit  to  which  the  bankrupt  was 
entitled  under  that  contract  passed  to  his  assignees. 
This  was  a  future  equitable  interest,  and  was  comprised 
in  the  contract,  and  therefore  passes  to  the  assignees ; 
for  the  contract  existed  before  Duncan  became  bankrupt 
and  obtained  his  certificate.  [The  Master  of  the 
Rolls.  The  words  "future  interest*'  are  not  in  the 
act.  The  expression  is,  "all  the  present  and  future 
personal  estate"  of  the  bankrupt,  and  all  property  which 
itiay  come  to  him  before  his  certificate  (a).] 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Giffard,  for  the  trustee. 

2%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  life  interest  of  Mr.  Duncan 
'  ^1  these  funds  does  not  pass  to  his  assignees.  I  have  no 
d  oubt,  that  the  assignees  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
c^  ontracts  in  favour  of  the  bankrupt,  but  that  principle 

has 

(a)  See  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  as.  12,      12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  141. 
';  1&2  WiU.4,  c.  56,8.  25; 
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1856. 

In  re 
Inkson's 

TrusU 

and 

In  re 
The  Trustee 
Relief  Act. 


has  no  application  to  the  present  case.     All  that  passes^  •^^ 
to  the  assignees  is  an  existing  interest;  but  where  it  is^f 
only  a  mere   possibility  or   expectancy  to  which  th^  ^^ 
bankrupt  would  be  entitled  under  the  contract,  and  ift^f        . 
continues  such  till  after  he  obtains  his  certificate,  ^^^r"lji 
assignees  have  no  right.    The  trust  fund  belongs  to  ^^^  ^:f  ^l 
husband   and   wife,  on   the  trusts  of  the  settlements- 
Direct  the  dividends  to  be  paid  to  the  husband,  witr,^  ^-^ 
liberty  to  apply.     No  costs  to  the  assignees.    The  tru^  -^i^s- 
tee  to  have  his  costs,  including  the  costs  of  paying  ?        ^^ 
the  money,  subject,  however,  to  a  question  as  to  t^"  _/^g 
part  of  the  fund  stated  to  be  erroneously  paid  in,  and 
to  which,  if  not  agreed  upon,  the  Court  will  direct 
inquiry. 


H 


as 

^n 


1856. 
Jan.  15. 

A  Defendant, 
having  been 
•erved  with 
iubpanut  died 
before  ap- 
pearance. 
Held,  that  the 
suit  could  not 
be  revived 
against  his 
heir,  but  that 
the  remedy 
against  him,  if 
any,  was  by 
original  bill. 

A  suit  • 
which  has 
been  abated 
for  more  than 
twenty  years 
cannot  be  re- 
vived. 


BLAND  t;.  DAVISON. 

npHIS  was  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  of  revivor,  filed 
"^      DecembeTy  1855,  which  stated,  that  in  Avgm 
1831,  Sir  John  Bland  had   instituted   a  suit  agai 
Thomas  Davison,  to  recover  possession  of  the  mai 
&c.,  of  Kippax,  and  the  family  pictures,  &c.    The 
alleged,  that  Thomas  Davison  was  served  with  a  <: 
poena,  but  never  put  in  any  answer.     It  did  not  all 
that  he  had  ever  appeared. 


of 
at 


It  alleged,  that  Sir  John  Bland  died  on  the  17tbj 
March,  1835,  leaving  the  present  Plaintiff  his  heir 
law,  and  that  Thomas  Davison  died  in   1847,  leav/c 
the  present  Defendant  his  heir. 

The  bill  simply  prayed,  that  the  suit  might  stance  ^^^ 
revived  against  the  Defendant. 


To  this  bill  the  Defendant  filed  a  general  demurrer. 

Mr 


.Ir. 
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Mr,  i?.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Wickens,  in  support  of  the 
emunrer.  First,  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  it  is  not  shewn 
lat  the  Plaintiff  has  any  title  (a) ;  secondly,  if  he  has 
ly,  a  bill  of  revivor  is  not  the  proper  means  of  assert- 
g  it,  the  original  Defendant  not  having  appeared  (i) ; 
lirdly,  a  bill  of  revivor,  filed  more  than  twenty  years 
ter  the  abatement,  is  too  late,  and  cannot  be  sup- 
)rted  (c). 


1856. 


Mr,  Bilton  contrct.  The  title  is  the  derivative  title  of 
le  Plaintiff  to  the  original  bill,  and  need  not  be  set  out ; 
le  bill  is  regular  in  practice,  and  the  lapse  of  time  does 
>t  apply  to  a  proceeding  pending  in  Court. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  if  there  were  any  equity,  it 
)uld  only  be  asserted  by  original  bill,  and  that  a  bill 
'  revivor  will  not  lie. 

After  this  length  of  time,  and  after  all  parties  are  dead, 
revivor  cannot  be  allowed.  According  to  the  argument 
r  the  PlaintiflT,  a  suit  might  be  revived  100  years  after 
le  abatement,  in  defiance  of  the  rule  which  the  Court 
as  adopted  in  analogy  to  the  rules  of  law  (cf ). 

The  original  bill  itself,  as  stated  here,  shews  no  equity, 
merely  shews  a  case  for  an  action  at  law. 

The  demurrer  must  be  allowed. 


(fl)  See  Vigtrt  v.  Lord  Audley, 
Sim.  72;  Griffilh  v.  Rickttts, 
Hare,  476  and  49th  General 

»rder,   26  Aug.   1841 ;  Ordinet 

Ian.  p.  178. 
(6)  See  Atbee  v.   Shiplej/,   6 

\iadd.  296;  Crowfoot  v.  Mander, 
Sim.  396;   hardy  v.  Huliy  14 

'im.  21. 


(c)  See  Mil  ford's  Plead.  290, 
41  h  ed.;  Hollingthead's  Cate^  1 
P.  Wm%.  742;  Earl  of  Egre- 
mont  V.  Hamilton^  1  Ball,  if  B. 
616 ;  Perry  v.  Jenkins,  1  Myl.  Sf 
Cr.  11 8 ;  Higgins  v.  Shaw,  2  Dr. 
4-  W.  356. 

{d)  Hovenden  v.  Lord  Annesley, 
2  Sch.  <^  Lef.  632. 


B^queit  to 
ifife  for  Ivfe, 
eod  after  wan^A 
to  all  testator's 
nephews  and 
nieces  livbg  at 
the  death  of 
h%9  wifep 
namely,  all 
the  childi-pfi 
of  my  brother 

[naming  the 
gT«ator  jiMtt, 
biif  not  tho 
^holc  of  Ufa 
brotdcra  mid 
at&tcri|  and  ex- 
cepting one  of 
lib  niivps  by 
name,  and  ' 
giving  her  a 
legacy] : 
Held  that  this 
was  not  a  gift 
to  a  class  con- 
sisting of  all 
the  testator's 
nephews  and 
nieces,  but 
to  the  chil- 
dren only  of 
those  brothers 
and  sisters^ 
who  were  * 
specifically 
named. 


In  re  HULUS  Estate- 


rpUE  testator,  Samuel  Hull,  bequeathed  a  sut 
2,500/.  stock  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  proce 
thiis : — '*  and  after  her  decease,  I  give  unto  John  Kh 
his  eKecuiotB,  &c,,  upon  trust,  all  that  principal  su 
2,500/,,  eqtmtly  to  be  divided  amongst  all  my  nep 
and  nieces  then  living,  namely,  all  the  legitimate  chi] 
of  my  brother  Stei)hen  Hull,  and  the  legitimate  chi! 
of  my  sister  Jane  Sowcotl^  and  also  all  the  nep 
and  nieces  of  my  said  wife  Elizahetk  Hull,  namelj 
legitimate  children  of  my  sister  Eleanor  Tucker^ 
the  legitimate  children  of  my  brother  William  S 
and  the  legitimate  children  of  my  brother  Jeremy  i 
and  of  my  sifter  Ann  Wolvertan  (my  niece,  the  w 
of  my  late  nephew  Thomas  Parry,  excepted),  shan 
share  alike."  He  then  gave  the  widow  of  Th 
Parry  SOL,  and  appointed  his  wife  and  John  K 
executrix  and  executor. 

After  the  testator's  death  and  in  1843,  2,500/.  j 
were  set  apart  and  appropriated  by  Mrs.  Hull  to  an 
the  legacy  of  that  amount,  and  on  the  death  of  Mrs. 
in  May  J  1854,  her  executors  paid  it  into  Court,  i 
the  provisions  of  the  Trustee  Relief  Act  (10  &  11 
c.  96). 


In  May^  1855,  some  of  the  parties  claiming  1 
entitled  to  the  fund  presented  a  petition,  prayin; 
inquiry  as  to  the  persons  entitled  to  a  share  of  the 
and  distribuUoQ  thereof  accordingly ;  and  in  Jwm^  1 
«n  order  was  made  directing  inquiries. 
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The  Chief  Clerk  certified  who  were  the  children  of  the 
persons  named.  He  found  that  the  testator  had  a 
second  sister,  PriscUlaj  who  had  a  son,  Henry  Parry ^ 
living  at  the  death  of  Mrs.  Hull;  that  Mrs.  Hull  had, 
besides  those  named  in  the  will,  another  brother,  James, 
and  another  sister,  Mary  Wolverton,  who  died  leaving 
one  child,  namely,  Sarah  Eccles  Viner. 

The  questions  upon  the  construction  of  the  will  were, 
first,  whether  the  objects  of  the  testator*8  bounty  took 
jper  stirpes  or  per  capita,  which  point  was  not  pressed ; 
^nd,  secondly,,  whether  the  general  class  was  cut  down 
l3y  the  particular  description,  enumerating  some  but 
omitting  several. 

Mr.  Elwin,  for  the  Petitioners,  contended   for  the 
limited  construction.    * 

Mr.  Brooksbank,  for  parties  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  for  Mrs.  Viner.     The  testator  named 
^nn  Wolverton  in  his  will,  but  it  is  submitted  he  meant 
JIfary;  but,  independently  of  that,  Mrs.  Viner  is  entitled 
'to  a  share  of  this  fund  on  the  general  ground,  that 
^here  there  is  a  gift  to  a  class,  and  then   particular 
individuals  of  the  class  are  named,  who  do  not  compose 
all  the  class,  still  the  whole  class  are  nevertheless  in- 
cluded ;  Yeats  v.  Yeats  (a).   Son^e  of  the  class  here  are  not 
named,  but  that  does  not  exclude  them ;  for  if  parties  not 
named  were  excluded,  it  would  have  been  unnecessary  to 
except  one  of  the  nieces,  which  the  testator  does.     Mrs. 
Viner  is  accordmgly  entitled  to  a  share  as  one  of  a 

general 
(c)  16  Beav.  170. 


^ 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY, 

general  class,  Humphret/&  v*  Humphreys  {a) 
case  the  testator  gave  the  remdue  among 
childreDp  naming  only  sixj  and  yet  they  all  to 
Master  €/  the  Rolls,  Yes;  and  if  in  ihit 
testator  had  mentioned  the  number  of  the  en 
and  bad  then  only  named  some  of  them, 
would  be  the  same  as  there.  The  exception 
makes  is  the  only  thing  in  your  favour*] 

Mr.  Biachmore^  for  Henry  Parry ^  in  the  s 
rest  as  Mrs,  Viner, 

Mr.  JolUffe^  for  the  executors  of  Mrs.  Hui 
to  Morrison  v,  Martin  (6), 

The  Mabtee  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgmc 


Th§  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 


The  question  on  this  petition  is,  who  are  ii 
the  bequest  contained  in  the  testator's  will,  w 
these  words  : — \^His  Honor  stated  the  terms  oj 
It  appears  that,  besides  the  persons  so  raenti 
testator  had  a  sister,  Priscilla,  not  mention 
will,  who  left  a  son,  now  living,  Henry  Parry 
testator's  wife  had  also  a  sister,  Mary  Waive 
had  left  one  child  surviving  her,  while  Ann  ^ 
the  testator's  sister,  left  none.  It  is  contendec 
general  gift  "  to  all  my  nephews  and  nieces" 
tend  to  all  the  nephews  and  nieces  of  the  tej 
of  his  wife,  and  that  it  is  not  cut  down  by  th 
enumeration.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  case 
to  do  not  apply  to  this  case.    No  doubt,  when 


(fl)  2  Cox,  185. 


{b)  5  Hart, 
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clearly  designates  a  class  to  take,  any  error  be  may        1856. 
make  in  the  number  of  tbe  persons  comprised  in  tbe 
class  is  immaterial,  and  tbe  Court  will  set  it  rigbt. 
There  are  several  cases,  all  of  wbicb  establisb  tbat  pro- 
position;   Tomkins    v.    Tomkins(,a);    Gancy  v.   HiU 
ber£  (J) J  Morrison  v.  Martin(c),     In  tbe  last  case,  a 
test^fctor  gave  100/.  to  eacb  of  tbe  two  cbildren  of  bis 
two    nepbews;  one  bad  three  and  tbe  other  two,  and 
the     Court  held,  tbat  eacb  took  100/.,  and  that  in  fact 
SOOi  was  given,  and  not  200/.    Tbe  bequest  would 
lia^v-^  failed  for  uncertainty  unless  the  whole  class  were 
mcl  mjded,  for  otherwise  no  one  could  ascertain  wbicb  of 
tb^    -five  were  included.     I  proceeded  on  tbat  ground  in 
.»-•»/«  V.  Yeatsid). 

T*hat  principle,  however,  does  not  apply,  when  the 
^^^t^tor  has  himself  distinctly  designated  and  specified 
^^  "  <:>  are  the  persons  to  take.  1  know  no  cases  which 
^ '^ '^  e  extended  such  a  clause,  so  as  to  include  persons 
^''t^  om  tbe  testator  has  not  included.  [His  Honor  next 
^^^^«^d  to  Humphreys  v.  Humphreys  («).] 

I  think  that  tbe  testator  has  himself  here  specified  of 

^^^^Din  the  class  is  to  consist,  and  that  I  cannot  enlarge 

*^*  He  has  done  so  by  the  word  "  namely"  in  both 

^^^^^«8,  giving  a  distinct  meaning  to  the  class  he  meant 

^-^    Specify.    This  distinguishes  the  present  from  the  other 

^^^^es,  and  makes  it  a  legacy  only  to  the  families  he  has 

^*^  Vimerated.     It  may  be,  that  for  some  reason  I  cannot 

^^'^:^ertain,  he  did  not  consider  the  others  to  be  his  nephews 

^^^  nieces,  or  he  might  not  have  been  in  the  habit  of 

^^^iluding  tbe  other  persons  under  that  designation,  but 

cannot  allow   extrinsic  evidence  to  be  adduced  in 

support 

_       Co)  Cited  in  2    Va.  sen,  564  (c)  5  Hnre,  507. 

^^^^  3  Atk,  257.  {d)  16  Bear.  170. 

<6)  19  Va.  125.  (c)  2  Cox,  185. 
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support  of  either  proposition ;  yet  this,  if  addaced, 
might  shew  what  the  testator  intended  ;  he  has  himself 
here  stated  of  what  the  class  is  to  consist*  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  I  cannot  enlarge  it. 


The  argument,  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  make  the 
exception  of  the  widow  of  Philip  Parry^  which,  as  it 
is  justly  contended,  is  an  unnecessary  exception,  in  the 
view  I  take  of  this  case,  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be 
sufficient  to  control  the  rest  of  the  construction ;  and  it 
is  to  be  observed  that  he  excepts  her  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  her  a  legacy. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  only  the  persons  enumerated  in 
this  will  can  take,  and  will  so  declare  accordingly. 


1866. 

March  15,  17. 
In  a  suit  for 
partition,  the 
riaintiff 
claimed  as 
heir  of  a  de- 
ceased tenant 


LYNE  V.  LYNE. 

J^LIZABETH  LYNE  and  Mary  Reeve  were  seised 
of  some  property,  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee. 


Elizabeth  Lyne  d\ed  in  1834,  having  devised  her  moiety 
to  Mary  Reeve  for  life,   wiih  remainder   to  Edmund 

ThrOefendant  ^^^^^^  ^V^^'     ^^^^V  ^^^^^  ^'^^  *"  ^^^'^^  intestate  as 
to   her  real  estate,   and    thereupon   Edmund  Ormond 


ignored  the 

asTi'eir  and  at  ^^^  ^^^^  possession  of  the  whole  of  the  property,  as  to 
one  moiety  under  the  will  of  Elizabeth  Lyne,  and  as  to 
the  other  as  heir  of  Mary  Reeve,  He  married  the  De- 
fendant Mary  Lyne  in  1844,  and,  on  that  occasion,  he 

settled 


the  original 
hearing,  an 
inquiry  as  to 
the  fact  was 
directed, 
which  was 


found  in 

favour  of  the  Plaintiff.  Held,  that  the  Defendant  was  not  liable  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
inquiry,  except  so  far  as  they  might  have  been  increased  by  independent  evidence 
adduced  by  the  Defendant,  in  opposition  to  the  Plaintiff's  title. 

On  the  cause  coming  on  for  further  consideration,  the  Defendant,  who  was  entitled 
to  a  moiety,  insisted  that  she  was  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  of  the  other 
moiety.  Held,  that  although  no  such  point  had  been  raised  by  her  answer,  she  was 
still  entitled  to  make  it  available,  and  an  inquiry  was  directed. 
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s^ltled  this  property  on  her  for  life,  and  he  died  in 
1  S61. 


The  Plaintiff;  in  1854,  61ed  this  bill,  alleging  that  he 
^is  the  heir  of  Mary  Reeve,  and  that  Edmund  Ormond 
l^tf  was  illegitimate,  and  praying  a  partition  of  the 
X'operty. 


In  her  answer,  Mary  Lyne  stated,  that  she  could  not 
K'^y  whether  Mary  Reeve  did  or  did  not  leave  the  Plain- 
-m  ff*her  heir  at  law,  but  that  she  had  been  informed  and 
:^  ^lieved,  that  no  registry  could  be  found  of  the  mar- 
"*  S^age  of  her  grandfather. 

She  submitted  that  Edmund  Ormond  Lyne,  on  the 
^  ecease  of  Mary  Reeve,  became  entitled,  not  only  under 
^^nd  by  virtue  of  the  will  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Lyne, 
^o  one  equal  undivided  moiety  of  the  real  estate,  but 
^Iso  as  heir  of  the  said  Mary  Reeve  to  the  other  moiety 
"%-hereof. 

At  the  hearing,  in  July,  1856,  an  inquiry  was  directed 

^8  to  who  was  the  heir  at  law  of  Mary  Reeve  at  her 

^eath,  and  it  was  found   in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff*. 

^pon  the  case  coming  on  for  further  consideration,  the 

Defendant  Mary  Lyne  insisted,  that  under  the  marriage 

settlement,  she  was  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration 

without  notice.    She  had,  however,  raised  no  such  point 

by  her  answer. 

Mr.  FolUtt  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Cooper,  for  the  Plaintiff; 
insisted,  that  the  Defendant  Mary  Lyne  ought  to  pay 
the  costs  of  the  inquiry,  in  which  she  had  been  unsuc- 
cessful. 

Hill 


185& 


Ltiw 
Ltkb. 
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ffill  V,   FulbvQok  (a)f  and   Morris  v>   Timmins  {h\ 

were  cited. 

Mr.  Z%|{  and  Mr.  Woodroffe,  for  Jfary  Lyne\  ar- 
gned|  that  it  was  necessary  for  the  Plaintiff  to  make  out 
bis  title,  and  pay  his  own  costs  up  to  the  hearing ;  and  se- 
condlyi  that  the  Defendant,  in  such  a  suit  as  the  present, 
was  entitled,  even  now,  to  insist  on  any  title  she  might 
have  to  the  estate. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Qraham  Haaiinffi,  for  the 
executors  of  Edmund  Ormond  Lyne. 

Mr.  FoUettf  in  reply. 

The  point  of  purchaser  for  valuable  conskleratioii 
without  notice  is  not  raised  by  the  answer,  and  it  cannot 
now  be  insisted  on,  having  been  passed  over;  secondly, 
it  is  an  essential  point  to  prove  there  was  no  notice. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  will  not  finally  dispose  of 
this  matter,  but  I  have  one  or  two  observations  to  make 
respecting  the  decree  to  be  made  in  this  case.  In  the 
first  place,  I  do  not  think  that  Mary  Lyne  ought  to  pay 
the  costs  of  the  Plaintiff  of  making  out  his  title,  for  that 
was  necessary,  in  any  event,  in  a  case  of  partition  ;  but, 
I  think,  that,  so  far  as  the  costs  may  have  been  increased 
by  any  act  which  she  has  done  to  dispute  the  Plain- 
tiff's title,  she  ought  to  pay  them.  If  she  has  brought 
forward  substantive  evidence  to  disprove  the  PlaintiflT's 
title,  then,  I  think,  that  having  failed,  she  ought  to  bear 
the  costs  of  that  evidence;  but  I  do  not  consider  that 
the  mere  cross  examination  of  the  PlaintifTs  witnesses 
would  come  within  that  rule. 

In 


(fl)  Jacob,  574. 


{b)  1  Bern?.  411. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  321 

In  other  respects  there  will,  at  all  events,  be  the        1856. 
usual  partition  decree,  whether  it  will  be  of  the  rever- 
sion or  of  the  whole  must  depend  upon  this : — whether 
I  d  irect  an  inquiry  as  to  Mary  Lyne  being  a  purchaser 
for  value  without  notice. 


Aly  strong  impression  is  (notwithstanding  great  laches), 
that  I  ought  not  to  preclude  her  from  so  doing.  I  will 
read  the  bill  and  answer  before  1  6nally  dispose  of  the 
oase.  If  I  should  allow  her  to  prove  that  she  is  a  pur- 
chaser for  value  without  notice,  then  I  am  disposed 
to  think,  that  I  must  throw  the  costs  of  that  inquiry 
^pon  her,  and  that  I  must  require,  either  an  affidavit 
*roin  her  that  she  had  no  notice  at  all,  or  if  the  Plain- 
tiflT  requires  it,  that  she  should  present  a  petition  and 
^eri#y  it  by  affidavit. 

2'"%c  Master  of  the  Rolls.  March  17. 

I  rnust  give  an  opportunity  to  the  widow  to  prove,  if 
®^^^  't.links  fit,  that  she  is  a  purchaser  for  valuable  con- 
^*^^**mtion  without  notice. 

I-    ^m  desirous  to  do  that  in  the  least  expensive  man- 

^'^     possible,  and  perhaps  the  better  mode  will  be,  to 

.^'^ish  me  with  the  evidence,  instead  of  directing  an 

'i^iry  or  of  putting  the  widow  to  present  a  petition. 

bourse  the  first  step  in  the  evidence  will  be  for  the 

*^Ow  to  deny,  positively,  any  notice  whatever,  with 

*^^on  to  the  matter. 


-'^lie  form  of  inquiry  will  be  this : — Inquire  whether 

^le  date  of  the  indenture  of  settlement  of  the  17th 

^3^  of  July,  1844,  Mary  Lyne  had  notice  that  Edmund 

^^nond  Lyne  took  the  property  in  question,  as  heir  at 

"^OL.  XXI.  Y  law 
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law  of  Mary  Reeve,  and  also  that  the  said  Edmuni 
Ormond  Lyne  was  illegitimate. 


If  she  had  notice  of  those  two  facts  then,  that  woulcE: 
be  notice  of  the  infirmity  of  the  title,  and  will  prevent 
her  from  being  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideratioira 
without  notice. 


HANBURY  V.  TYRELL. 

T>Y  a  settlement  made  in  November ,  18 14,  a  term  wa^^ 
-^    limited,  in  trust  to  raise,  in  the  events  which  bap- 
pened,  20,000/.  for  the  younger  children  of  Peter  Wright 
and  their  "issue  born  in  the  lifetime  of  Peter  Wright^ 


Feb.  14, 15. 

A  father  who 
Lad  a  power 
to  appoint  to 
his  children 
and  their  issue 
bom  in  his 

life,  appointed  as  Peter  Wright  should  appoint,  and  in  default  between 
6,000/.  to  his     ,.       ,.,-         ^,         ,       ,/^      / 

his  children  who  should   attam   twenty-one  or  marry 


daughter  0., 
who,  on  thd 
next  day, 
settled  it  on 
herself,  her 
husband  and 
her  children 
generally. 
Afterwards,  by 
a  deed,  stating 
the  appoint- 
ment of  5,000/. 
to  O.,  for  her 
separate  use, 
with  power  to 
appoint  it, 
the  father  ap- 
pointed 
another  fund 
to  0. "  and  her 
children," 
"  upon  the 
trusts  and  sub- 
ject to  the 


with  consent."    The  deed  contained  a  hotchpot  clause. 

Peter   Wright  died  in  1851,  he  had  four  younger 
children,  viz.,  Elizabeth,  Harriet,  Olympia  and  Mary. 

Peter  Wright,  by  deed  poll,  dated  the  22nd  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1836,  appointed  6,000/.  to  his  daughter  Olympia 
Banbury,  for  her  separate  use,  with  power  to  appoint 
it.  On  the  next  day  (the  23rd  February)  she  appointed 
1,000/.  to  her  husband,  and  on  the  day  following  (24th 
February)  she  appointed  4,000/.  to  trustees,  upon  trust, 
during  her  marriage,  to  pay  her  100/.  a  year,  for  her 
separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation,  and  subject 
thereto,  upon  trust  for  her  husband  and  herself  succes- 
sively 


same  pro- 
visions as  are  hereinbefore  declared  of  and  concerning  the  sum  of  5,000/.  hereinbefore 
appointed  unto  and  for  the  benefit  of  O.,  or  as  near  thereto  as  circumstances  will 
admit."     Held,  that  O.  took  the  second  fund  for  her  separate  use,  with  power  to 
appoint  it,  and  that  the  children  took  nothing. 

Under  a  power  to  appoint  a  sum  of  money  to  a  daughter,  an  appointment  to  her 
husband  is  invalid,  tembis. 
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sively  for  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor,  upon 

certain  trusts  for  their  children. 

Hambdet 
v. 
J^eter  Wright  also  made  appointments  of  5,000/.  each      Tyeeli. 

t€>  his  two  daughters,  Elizabeth  and  Harriett. 

J^^ter  Wright,  by  deed  poll,  dated  the  22nd  otNavem- 

*«^,   1842,  (after  reciting  that  he  had,  by  certain  deeds, 

appointed  6,000/.  each  to  his  daughters,  Elizabeth  and 

'^'^'T^riettf  "  and  also  the  sum  of  6,000/.  in  favour  of  his 

daughter  Olympia  Hanburyj')  appointed  the  remain- 

^'^S     £,000/.  upon  trust  for  his  daughter  Mary  for  life, 

^»^ci     after  her  decease  he  appointed  one-third  of  that 

'Unci   to  his  daughter  Elizabeth,  for  her  absolute  use 

^*^ci     benefit,  one  other  third  to  his  daughter  Harriett 

^*^^     the  remaining  third  thereof  unto  "  Olympia,  the 

^^**5&   of  Richard  Hanbury,  and  her  children,  upon  the 

^^^^Ms  and  subject  to  the  same  provisions  as  are  herein* 

^^c>r«  declared  of  and  concerning  the  said  sum  of  5,000/. 

^^'^nbefore  appointed  unto  or  for  the  benefit  of  the 

^^i^    Olympia,  the  wife  of  Richard  Hanbwy,  or  as 

^^^r  thereto  as  the  nature  of  circumstances  will  admit." 

The  daughter  Mary  died  in  1864,  without  having 
^^en  married,  and  Olympia  Hanbury  and  her  com- 
^^ittee,  by  this  bill,  now  claimed  to  be  entitled,  abso- 

^  ^tely,  to  the  one-third  of  the  6,000/.  appointed  by  the 

^eed  of  1842. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Elderton  for  Olympia 
Jtanbury,  In  order  to  give  effect  to  the  deed  of  1842 
the  words  "her  children"  must  be  rejected  ;  the  "trusts" 
^nd  •*  provisions  hereinbefore  declared"  must  refer  to 
those  contained  in  the  deed  of  the  22nd  of  (February, 
1836,  by  which  the  6,000/.  was  appointed  to  Olympia  for 
her  separate  use,  with  a  power  of  appointment  of  it. 

Y  2  Her 
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1866.  Her  father  was  no  party  to  the  subsequent  deeds  of  th^r^i^C^  \^ 
23rd  and  24th  of  February,  and  he  had  no  power  t»  .^^  | 
appoint  to  her  husband^  or  to  any  of  her  children,  except 
those  born  in  his  lifetime,  and  therefore  any  appoint 
ment  to  Mr.  Hanhury  or  to  the  children,  generally^^- 
would  be  void.  If  the  sentence  stopped  at  the  wore 
"children"  the  mother  and  children  would  take 
joint-tenants,  but  then,  again,  the  appointment  woul 
be  void.  The  words  of  reference  control  the  words  < 
description,  and  to  effect  the  intention  the  words  ''  an 
her  children"  must  be  rejected,  and  then  Olympia  w  — ^  j// 
take  absolutely. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Joshua  Williams^  for  the  tn-  »  «- 
tees. 

Mr.  C.  Locock  Webb,  for  a  child  of  the  Plaintiff  and  -^Tor 
a  trustee  of  the  deed  of  24th  February,  1836.  Eg  ■  ct 
must  be  given  to  the  expression  *'  and  her  childrei^^  ;' 
they  cannot  be  struck  out  of  the  instrument.  £itK^~^^Ber 
the  sentence  "  upon  the  trusts"  must  be  disregarded.  or 

it  must  be  read  with  reference  to  the  deed  of  the  24-        ^^ 
of  February,  1836.     In  the  first  case,  the  children  %vs^    *^^ 
take  with   the   mother,  as  joint-tenants,  and,   in  tk^^^^ 
second,  they  will  be  entitled  in  remainder.     He  cit«fr-^^      ' 
as  to  the  admissibility  of  extrinsic  evidence,  Colpoys 
Colpoys  (a)  ;  Smith  v.  Doe  d.  Earl  of  Jersey  {b) ;  and,.^^ 
as  to  the  ambiguity,  Langston  v.  Langston  (c). 

Mr.  Forster,  for  two  other  children  of  the  Plaintiff. 
The  three  deeds  of  the  22nd  23rd  and  24th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1836,  were  parts  of  one  and  the  same  transaction, 
and  must,  in  substance,  be  regarded  as  contempora- 
neous. 

(a)  Jacob,  451.  (c)  2  CL  *  Fin.  194. 

{b)  2  Brod,  4-  B  553. 
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neous.  The  fkther  refers  to  the  trusts  declared  by 
these  deeds,  and  he  evidently  intends  that  they  shall 
govern  the  devohition  of  the  one-third  of  the  5,000/. 
app>oioted  by  him  in  1842.  The  appointment  to  the 
husband  is  vah'd,  for  it  gives  him  no  more  than  he 
woijftld  be  entitled  under  his  marital  right;  Hewitt  v. 
-DGrcrre(a);  Bristow  v.  Warde{b).  Nor  is  the  gift  to 
^be  children  invalid,  though  it  is  not  restricted  to  those 
t^oi**^  in  the  life  of  Peter  Wright ;  to  provide  against 
»ny  such  difficulty,  the  appointor  says,  "or  as  near 
l^^i*€to  as  the  nature  of  the  circumstances  will  admit." 
^h  ^  .Court,  therefore,  in  directing  the  performance  of  the 
^u  ^t,  has  power  to  modify  the  expressions,  and  limit 
^^  operation  of  the  appointment  to  that  class  of  chil- 
■'^ Y3  which  come  within  the  terms  of  the  power,  so  as 
^  anciake  it  valid.  At  all  events,  the  appointment  is  only 
^^ici  for  the  excess ;  Crompe  v.  Barrow  (c). 


1856. 


Hanbuet 

V. 

Ttrbll. 


"Inhere  are  two  alternatives,  either  to  leave  out  the 
''^^mrd  "hereinbefore,''  and  then  the  sentence  will  run 
^t^a:  to  Olympia  and  her  children,  upon  the  trusts 
^^i^lared  of  the  sum  of  5,000/.,  or  as  near  thereto,  &c., 
■^^'i  is,  "upon  the  subsisting  trusts;"  or  there  is  an 
^^cutory  trust  for  Olympia  ^nA  her  children,  giving  her 

^  a  fe  estate  with  remainder  to  her  children ;  Morse  v. 
^*^r«e({i);  Crockett  v.  Crockett  (e);  Cator  v.  Cator(f). 


^he  Masteb  of  the  Rolls. 

^  have  had  an  opportunity  of  looking  at  this  deed 

^^^^e  the  case  was  argued  yesterday.     It  undoubtedly 

l^  {Dears  to  be  very  informal,  and  I  can  see  no  other 

^^ans  of  construing  it,  where  there  is  a  contradiction 

between 
(«)  2  Keen,  622.  (c/)  2  Sim,  485. 

i,h)  2  Vet.jun.  336.  (e)  2  PhUL  553. 

(c)  4  Vtt,  681.  (J)  14  Beav.  463. 


Feb.  15. 
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1866.       between  the  two  branches  of  the  sentencei  than  by 
giving  effect  to  that,  which  is  the  most  obvious  meaning 
of  the  appointor,  and  which  alone  can  make  the  deed 
operative.     He  directs  one-third  share  shall  go  **  unto 
Olympia^  the  wife  of  Richard  Hanbury,  and  her  chil- 
dren,  upon  the  trusts  and  subject  to  the  same  provisions 
as  are  hereinbefore  declared  of  and  concerning  the  said 
sum  of  5,000/.  thereinbefore  appointed,  unto  and  for 
the  benefit  of  Olympia,  the  wife  of  Richard  Hanbury^ 
or  as  near  thereto  as  the  circumstances  will  admit*" ^ 
As  was  very  justly  observed,  on  referring  to  the  previousj 
parts  of  the  deed,  there  are  no  ''  provisions  declared  ofl 
and  concerning  the  sum  of  6,000/."     And  although  this 
deed  also  says,  **  thereinbefore  appointed  unto  and  fon 
the  benefit"  of  Olympia  Hanbury,  there  is  do  BJOOOLZ 
appointed  by  this  deed,  and  if  you  take  the  words  lit 
rally,  it  is  obvious,  that  it  cannot  be  so  treated.    There— ^ 
fore,  all  I  can  do,  is  this : — I  must,  in  this  sentence*?^ 
"hereinbefore  declared  of  and  concerning  the  sum  o^c= 
6,000/.  hereinbefore  appointed,**  put  in  the  words  **  utatec^  * 
or  mentioned  to  have  been,"  and  read  it,  hereinbefore  1 
"  stated"  or  "  mentioned"  to  have  been  declared  of  ana 
concerning  the  sum  of  5,000/.,  hereinbefore  mentioned- 
or  recited  to  have  been  appointed  unto  Olympia  the  wif 
of  Richard  Hanbury,     On  referring  to  the  previous  pai 
of  the  deed,  I  do  find  a  recital,  in  which  he  says,  thg 
he  had  by  a  deed  or  instrument,  appointed  5,000/.  to  th 
wife  of  Mr.  Hanbury,     Then  upon  referring  to  the  dec?*  ^^ 

by  which  he  did  so  appoint  it,  I  find  he  appointed  thj  ^^ 

sum  to  her  for  her  separate  use,  she  being  then  a  marri( ^^d 

woman,  with  a  power  of  disposing  of  it  by  deed  or  wi  "• 

Now,  it  is  no  great  strain  or  latitude  of  constructio^^^^^°> 
instead  of  "  hereinbefore  declared"  and  "  hereinbefo*^^^^"''^ 
appointed,"  which,  taken  literally,  have  no  meaning,  ^^ 

say,  **  hereinbefore  recited  to  have  been  declared,' 


or 


hereinbefc -^  ^^ 
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bereinbefore  recited  to  have  been  appointed/'  which 

vrocB  Id  make  the  thing  plain.     I  find  a  distinct  reference 

to  .  SL  deed,  which  does  give  5,000/.  to  the  Plaintiff  on 

cerC^n  trostSy  which  trusts  are  for  her  separate  use, 

vricXx  a  power  to  dispose  of  it  by  deed  or  will. 

JSut  this,  undoubtedly,  is  inconsistent  with  the  word 
*^  cr'hildren/'   because   that    deed    does    not   give   any 
b^K^cfit  to  her  children.    What  am  I  to  do  with  this 
virord  ?     It  is  contended,  that  I  am  to  say,  the  intro- 
dmm^stion  of  the  word  ''children,"  must  mean  this:  upon 
^Ift^    same  trusts  and  subject  to  the  same  provisions,  not 
a.^      hereinbefore  declared  of  and  concerning  the  sum  of 
S^OCX)/.,  or  recited  to  have  been  declared,  that  is,  not  to 
^b^   lame  trusts  as  were  appointed  by  the  settlor,  which 
ci^ir^    for  the  bene6t  of  Ol^pia  Hanbury,  but  upon  the 
^^'^ists  subsequently  declared  by  herself,  not  of  the  6,000/., 
bia^  of  part  of  it,  for  the  benefit  of  herself,  her  husband 
^^nd  children.    It  is  quite  clear,  that  that  would  be  void, 
^^^oause  the  husband  was  certainly  no  object  of  the 
Po^^er,  and  certainly  the  children  who  might  be  born 
^^^r  the  death  of  Peter  Wright  were  no  objects  of  the 
P^^^'er,  and  they  not  being  objects  of  the  power,  she 
^ould  not  appoint  to  them.     If  I  treat  this  as  a  mere 
appointment  under  the  deed  to  the  wife  of  Richard 
^<*^bury  and  her  children,  I  must  strike  out  all  the 
^'^^^^equent  words  of  the  same   trust,   which  will   be 
^**ch  stronger  than  to  strike  out  the  words  "  her  chil- 
'^^,*'  for,  having  done  the  former,  I  make  the  appoint- 
ment  in   part  void,  because  it  includes  persons  not 
^J^tits  of  the  power.    The  deed  was  prepared  either 
^^'^    great  haste  or  great  negligence,  and   the  only 
ntelligibie  construction  is  to  say :   that  this  one-third 
^  given  to   Olympia,  upon  the  same  trusts  and  sub- 
]^ct   to  the  same  provisions,  as  are  contained  in  the 
^ed  by  which  Peter  Wright  appointed  the. 6,000/.  for 

the 
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the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Hanlury.    That  is  the  real  mean  -^'■^f 
of  it,  and  on  referring  to  that  deed,  you  find  that   i^^      ^ 
given  to  her  for  her  separate  use,  with  a  power  to  dispc^^^^^p. 
of  it  by  deed  or  will,  and  in  my  opinion,  that  is  the  tr^^         ^ 
construction  of  this  settlement,  and  I  will  make  a  A^^ 
claration  to  that  effect. 


WESTCAR  V.  WESTCAR. 

Jan.  15,  16. 

Construction     fTlHE  testator,  by  his  will,  made  in  1832,  beqiieathef:^- 

ing^a  conUn-  "  ^^^  personal  estates  to  trustees,  on  trust,  to  pay^^^ 

gency,  to  the    his  nephew,  Henry  Westcar,  an  annuity  of  1 ,000/.  a  year^  -^ 
person  for  the    ^     ^,/       ,       ,  .         ,  .  ..       .       , ,  , 

time  being  en-  for  hfe,  and,  subject  thereto,  m  trust  for  the  eldest  or  odIj 

titled  in  imme-  g^^  ^f  ff^„^  Westcar,  who  should  be  living  at  his  deceas 

diate  expec-  jr  >  o 

tancy.  and  who  should  then  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-"' 

personarpro-    ^"®  yeai*?,  and  for  his  executors,  administrators  and 

perty  were        signs  absolutely ;  and  if  no  son  of  the  testator's  sail 

eldest  son  of     nephew,  living  at  the  period  aforesaid,  should  then  havi 

^.  who  should  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  upon  trusts 

decease  and      for  such  SOU  of  the  Defendant,  Henry  Westcar,  livin[ 

one!"  ThTin-  ^^  aforesaid  as  should  first  or  alone  attain  the  age  oi 

come,  after       twenty-one  years,  and  for  his  executors,  administratoi 

years  accurau-  ^"^  assigns  absolutely  ;  and  if  there  should  be  no  soi 

lation,  was        Qf  (j^q  said  Henry  Westcar  who  should  become  abs< 

given  **  to  the 

person  for  the   lutely  entitled  to  the  said  trust  funds,  under  the  trusts^^ 

lime  being  en-  thereinbefore  declared   thereof,   then    upon    the   trusts^^ 
titled  m  im-  '  ^ 

mediate  ex-       therein  mentioned. 

pectancy"  to  ^^ 

the  property.  The 

At  the  end  of  ^^ 

twenty-one  years,  A,  was  living  and  had  children,  who  were  all  minors.     Held,  that  :^^^ 
the  eldest  minor  was  entitled  to  the  income  until  A.'i  death. 

Personal  estate  was  given  upon  a  contingency,  and  the  "  income**  was  to  accumu-  — ' 
late  in  the  meanwhile  as  long  as  lawful.  There  was  a  proviso,  that  subject  thereto,  the 
**  income**  was  to  be  paid  to  the  j)erson  **  entitled  in  immediate  expectancy.**  The 
rents  of  the  real  estate  were  then  given  upon  the  same  trusts  as  had  been  declared 
concerning  the  "  residuary  personal  estate,"  and  upon  the  personal  estate  becoming 
vested,  to  convey  the  real  estate  to  the  same  person.  Held,  that  all  the  trusts  of  the 
personal  estate  were  applicable  to  the  real  estate,  and  that  the  person  entitled  in  imme- 
diate expectancy  to  the  income  ol  the  per&onal  estate  was  also  entitled  to  the  rents  of 
the  real  estate. 
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The  will  contained  a  proviso,  by  which  the  testator  di-  1856. 
ctedy  that  until  the  trust  moneys  should  become  abso* 
tely  vested  in  some  person,  the  "  dividends,  interest  and 
'Ome  of  the  same,"  or  so  much  as  remains  after  paying 
^  annuity,  should  be  accumulated  and  held  upon  the 
L&  ts  thereinbefore  declared  of  the  principal  trust  moneys. 
l>ject  to  that  provision  (so  long  as  the  same  could 
^ fully  operate)  he  directed,  that  the  income  of  the 
c)  trust  moneys  and  of  the  accumulations  should  be- 
^S  "  to  the  person  for  the  time  being  entitled,  in  tjw- 
^<iiate  expectancy"  to  the  principal  of  the  said  stocks, 
^^ds  and  securities,  and  be  paid  to  him  or  her  accord- 

The  testator  devised  his  real  estate  to  the  same  trus- 
ses, upon  trust,  to  add  the  rents  and  pro6t8  to  and  in 
Iccumulation  of  the  testator's  residuary  personal  estate, 
:o  be  held  upon  the  same  trusts  as  were  thereinbefore 
]eclared  of  and  concerning  the  said  residuary  personal 
*8tate  ;  and  when  any  person  should  have  become  en- 
itled  to  the  vested  and  absolute  interest  in  the  testator's 
(aid  residuary  personal  estate,  to  convey  the  real  estates 
into  such  person  and  his  heirs. 

The  testator  died  on  the  24th  of  April,  1833,  and  the 
period  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  testator's  death 
expired  on  the  24th  of  April,  1854. 

Henry  Westcar  had  two  children,  viz.  the  Plaintiff, 
Hairy,  who  was  born  in  February,  1839,  and  the  De- 
fendant, Elizabeth.  The  surplus  income  exceeded 
8,400/.  a  year. 

The  Plaintiff  insisted,  that  he  was,  under  the  trusts  of 
the  will,  *'  the  person  for  the  time  being  entitled  in  im- 
mediate expectancy"  to  the  principal  of  the  said  trust 

funds. 
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funds,  and  as  such  entitled  to  the  income  thereof  ant 
of  the  real  estate. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  SAapter,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Selioyn,  for  the  Plaintiff's  sister. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  C.  Hall,  for  one  of  the  heirs  ao(i 
next  of  kin,  claimed  the  intermediate  income  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate.  They  argued  that  no  individual 
could  be  said  to  be  the  person  for  the  time  being  entitled 
in  immediate  expectancy  who  had  neither  surTivec 
Henry  Westcar  or  attained  twenty-one.  Secondly,  tha 
the  future  rents  were  undisposed  of  and  passed  to  thi 
heirs ;  for  the  trusts  of  the  rents  were  by  the  will  ex 
pressed  to  be  those  only  of  'Hhe  residuary  persona 
estate,"  and  that,  therefore,  the  trust  for  the  persoi 
entitled  in  expectancy,  which  related  to  the  ^'  dividends 
interest  and  income*'  of  the  residuary  personal  estat 
and  not  to  the  "  residuary  personal  estate"  were  in 
applicable  to  the  rents  of  the  real  estate.  In  fact,  tha 
the  trusts  of  the  real  estate  fell  short  of  all  those  de 
dared  respecting  the  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Follettj  for  one  of  the  co-heiresses. 

Mr.  Osborne,  for  representatives  of  the  testator'i 
daughter. 

Mr.  RoupeU  and  Mr.  Nelson,  for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.     I  will  read  the  will. 


Jan,  16.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls.   I  have  looked  at  this  case 

and  I  think  there  is  no  reasonable  doubt  respecting  it 

Tha 
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*^he  only  point  on  which  I  wished  to  read  the  will,  was 

X'clative  to  the  trasts  of  the  real  estate.    The  rents  are 

^iven  upon  the  same  trusts  as  the  residuary  personal 

estate,  the  income  of  which,  when  the  law  prevents  the 

£ur^er  accumulation  of  it,  is  to  go  **  to  the  person  en- 

<i  t.1^  for  the  time  being  in  immediate  expectancy."     If 

±Im^  same  trusts  apply  to  the  real  estate,  why  stop  short 

a  t^    Chis  proviso.     I  think  all  the  trusts  of  the  personal 

es^C^iteSy  as  well  the  last  as  the  first,  are  applicable  to  the 

ts,  which  must  now  go  to  the  person  entitled  in  im- 

^^c]iate  expectancy. 

X   think  the  person  entitled  in  immediate  expectancy 
be,  who,  if  he  lives  long  enough,  will  be  first  entitled 
ve  the  possession  of  the  property. 


1856. 


tA:>   Ii 


HOWELL  V.  KIGHTLEY. 


s 


Jan.  19. 
Feb.  9. 


C>ME  leaseholds  were  held  subject  to  a  covenant  on  Under  special 
the  part  of  the  lessee  to  insure,  with  a  proviso  of  re"  the  sale  of 

entry  upon  default  being  made  in  keeping  them  insured,  leaaeholds,  it 

'Yv^  was  provided, 

■^^    property  was  sold  on  the  24th  September,   1855,  "thatpos- 

^nci^r  the  CJourt,  subject  to  special  conditions  of  sale,  ^"JeemS"^^ 

^^    ^ghth  of  which,  so  for  as  material,  was  as  follows :  conclusive 

**•  The  title  to  the  property  will  commence  with  the  ly^l  dueVer- 

^^'^Be  under  which  the  same  is  now  held,  which  may  be  fonnance  or 

^^^pected,  &c.,  and  the  title,  as  deduced  from  this  lease,  waiver  of  any 

^^all  be  accepted  without  anything  further,  and  without  ^^^^^^  ^"  \^® 
^^.^^  ...  JO  '  covenants  m 

^^  ^itxluction  or  investigation  of  the  lessor's  title ;  and  the  the  lease,  up 
^^Toperty  being  held,  as  stated  in  the  particulars,  at  a  ^etion^o?the 

^^epper-com  rent,  the  possession  under  the  lease  shall  be  B^le."    Held, 
^^  '        ^  that  this 

deemed  would  cover 
all  breaches 
^own  to  the  contract,  but  not  breaches  of  covenant  subsequently  committed  by  the 
Vendor,  by  which  a  forfeiture  was  incurred. 
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deemed  conclusive  evidence  of  the  due  performance,  o^ 
sufficient  waiver,  of  any  breach  of  the  covenants  in  th 
lease  up  to  the  completion  of  this  sale.'* 

A  reference   had   been  made  to   chambers,  to  as^J 
certain  whether  a  good   title  could  be  made ;  and  th^ 
consideration  of  it  was  adjourned  into  Ck>urt,  on  th^ 
fallowing  point: — It  was  insisted  by  the  purchaser,  that^.^^ 
there  had  been  a  breach  of  covenant  committed  prior  mr^m 
to  the  date  of  the  contract,  by  allowing  a  period  be  -^^^ 
tween  the  29th  of  September,  1854,  and  the  2\Bt  of  Majf^^^- 
1856,  to  elapse,  during  which  the  premises  bad  no 
been  insured.     Assuming  this  (for  the  purposes  of  th^ 
decision)  to  be  true,  the  purchaser  insisted,  that  a 
title  was  not  shewn,  and  that  he  was  not  bound  t(»-=3 
complete  a  contract  which  might  give  him  nothing  fo:  ^ci: 
his  purchase-money. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and   Mr.  Rogers,  for  the  vendor-^ 
The  conditions  of  sale  are  express,  that  the  possessioi^  ^ 
shall  be  conclusive  evidence,  not  only  of  the  due  per- — ^ 
formance  of  the  covenants,  but  of  the  suflBcient  waive  -^^ 
of  any  breach  of  them,  up  to  the  completion.      This  S 
stipulation  prohibits  the  purchaser  taking  any  such  ob    ^^ 
jection  as  the  present.     The  difficulties  in  shewing  th^ 
due  performance   of   covenants   would    render   it   im  -^^ 
possible  to  sell  leaseholds,  but  for  such  special  con- 
ditions of  sale. 


Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Grove,  for  the  purchaser.  It  i 
contrary  to  all  the  rules  which  prevail  upon  the  subjec 
of  specific  performance  to  force  a  purchaser  to  accep 
a  title  which  is  ascertained  to  be  defective.  In  Warre\ 
V.  Richardson  (a),  a  purchaser  had  waived  all  objection 

t 
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t€>  the  title,  but  it  afterwards  incidentally  appearing,  that  1866. 
the  title  was  bad,  the  Court  would  not  decree  a  specific 
performance  against  him.  If  a  person  intends  selling 
a.  bad  title,  the  contract  must  be  express,  otherwise  it  is 
9*  mere  trap,  which  this  Court  will  never  countenance, 
for  there  can  be  no  waiver  of  a  forfeiture  which  is 
fr^audulently  concealed.  The  Court  will  in  no  case 
ooxnpel  a  person  to  buy  that  which  the  day  after  he 
'^^ay  be  deprived  of  by  title  paramount,  the  more  es- 
pecially when  the  Court  itself  is  the  vendor. 

^Ae  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  state  how  this  case  strikes  me.  I  think  the 
eighth  condition  is  notice  to  the  purchasers,  that  there 
'^^^►y  be  breaches  of  covenant,  and  that  they  must  be 
^Jt en  to  be  waived.  I  do  not  say,  what  would  be  the 
^ffJaot,  if  it  were  proved  that  the  landlord  did  not  intend 
^  'Vvaive  the  forfeiture,  but  to  enforce  it;  the  case 
'^'Sl^t  then  be  different  on  this  condition. 

"^      am  of  opinion,  that  all  the  covenants  are  to  be 

^^■>oed  to  have  been  performed  or  breaches  waived 

^^^'^  n  to  the  contract.     With  respect  to  any  subsequent 

^^ch,  if  there  should   be  any,  I   shall  reserve  my 

^'^•^^ion,  and  I  will  allow  further  evidence  to  be  pro- 

^^^  on  the  subject. 

*     guard  myself  from  saying,  what  would  be  the  re- 
^  "^j  if  the  landlord,  being  applied  to,  had  said  to  the 
^^^^  ^^^baser,  "  I  will  evict  you  as  soon  as  you  have  com- 
^  "^ed  your  purchase." 


urther  evidence  was  then  adduced,  and  it  was  shown, 
%  since  the  contract,  there  had  been  a  default  in 
ping  up  the  insurance. 

The 
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The  sale  took  place  on  the  24th  of  Sepiemhed 
the  premium  on  the  policy  became  due  on  the  I 
SepiemheTy  1865,  and,  allowing  the  tiTteen  day! 
the  time  of  payment  expired  on  the  14th  of  I 
and  nothing  v^as  paid  until  the  24th  of  Octcbm 
A  receipt  was  then  given  by  the  insurance  ofl 
pre&Bed  to  be  for  a  payment  made  on  the  29tli< 
temher^  1855,  and  the  new  policy  wag  dated  til 
November,  1855.  The  case  was  again  browj 
Court* 


J 


Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Grove^  for  the  purchasfi; 
has  been  a  voluntary  forfeiture  of  the  lease  s! 
contract*  If  the  house  had  been  burnt  down  i 
14th  of  October  and  before  the  policy  had  been  i^ 
nothing  could  have  been  recovered.  There  is|t| 
a  peiiod  uncovered  by  the  insurance,  which  reni 
lease  liable  to  be  forfeited.  The  purchaser  m  a 
purchaser,  but  he  objects  to  a  forfeited  tith 
secures  him  nothing. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Rogers,  contra,  cor 
first,  that  there  was  not  suflScient  proof  of  the 
to  keep   up   the   insurance,   and,    secondly,    t 
condition  of  sale  provided  for  this  very  case, 
purchaser  had  contracted  that  all  forfeitures  wei 
assumed  to  be  waived  until  the  completion,  un 
contrary  was  shewn.     That  there  had  been  no 
this  case,  and  that  the  universal  practice  in  all 
sales  of  leaseholds  was  to  make  special  stipulati 
the   present,  for  otherwise  it  would  be  impos 
prove  that  no  forfeiture  had  taken  place.     They 
that  the  conditions  had   been  framed   in  "  a 
candid  manner." 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  are  two  questions  in  this  case,  first, 


Howell 

V, 
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sre  is  any  defect  in  the  title,  and,  secondly,  if  there       1856. 

,  whether  it  is  cured  by  the  conditions  of  sale.    With 

ipect  to  the  first  point,  the  question  is,  whether  the 

deuce  establishes,  that  for  a  period  of  eight  or  nine    Ki««tlky. 

ys,   between  the    fourteenth   and   twenty-fourth   of 

rto&er,  the  property  was  exposed  to  risk  from  not 

ing  insured,  and  I  think  it  does.     It  is  true,  that  the 

luraoce  company  would  now  be  estopped  from  al- 

png  anyUiing  contrary  to  the  receipt,  but  that  would 

i   affect  the  landlord,  who,  upon  proving  the  for- 

ture,  would  be  at  liberty  to  eject  the  tenant.     I  am, 

erefore,  of  opinion,  that  there  was  a  distinct  breach  of 

e  covenant  subsequent  to  the  contract. 

The  next  question  arises  on  .the  conditions  of  sale. 
T.  Rogers  says,  that  a  great  quantity  of  leasehold 
operty  is  daily  sold  subject  to  the  same  conditions  of 
le.  That  may  be  so,  and  I  ha?e  considered  this  con- 
tion  good  for  all  breaches  up  to  the  date  of  the  cont- 
act, and,  on  a  former  occasion,  I  decided,  that,  though 
jring  a  period  after  the  lease  was  granted  and  before 
le  contract,  the  property  was  not  insured,  the  condition 
*  sale  was  sufficient  to  cover  the  objection. 

But  the  present  question  is  this : — whether  that  con- 
tion  is  sufficient  to  cover  breaches  of  covenant  com- 
litted  by  the  vendor  himself  subsequent  to  the  contract 
id  before  the  completion  of  the  sale. 

The  condition  says,  that  possession  shall  be  a  sufficient 
'aiver ;  but  what  waiver  could  there  be  when  the  con- 
ract  was  in  fieri.  I  think  this  Court  would  not  permit  a 
ondition  which  cures  all  breaches  up  to  the  agreement, 
Iso  to  cure  the  effect  of  the  vendor's  subsequent  acts  of 
brfeiture.  It  might  be  a  case  of  voluntary  waste,  as  by 
Qtting  timber  after  the  contract.    It  is  said,  that  nothing 

but 
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but  fraud  will  vary  the  contract,  but.  In  this  i 

purchaser,  by  the  inadvertence  or  neglect  of  the  v< 
may  lose  the  property,  and  the  effect  is,  that  thei 
fldw  in  the  title  which  the  landlord  may  take  adva 
ofj  created  by  the  vendor  after  the  agreement  wi 
tered  into. 


I  think  that  this  gave  to  the  purchaser  the  pav 
refuse  to  complete^  and  although  the  vendor  h\ 
serted  in  his  condition  tljat  posser^sion  shall  be  de 
a  waiver  of  all  breaches  ''up  to  the  completion  c 
sale/*  I  think  that  it  will  not  justify  him  in  comm 
a  forfeiture  afler  the  contract,  entitling  the  Ian 
to  enter,  though  the  condition  of  gale  may  be  sufii 
to  cure  the  defect  up  to  the  contract.  V 

In  my  opinion  this  condition  did  not  cover  brej 
of  covenant  committed  subsequent  to  the  contrac 
though  the  words  *'  up  to  the  completion  of  the 
are  used. 


I  cannot  force  this  property  on  the  purchaser. 
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WRIGLEY  r/SYKES. 

Jan.  21,22, 
T^HE  testator,  Jonathan  Wrigley,  was  seised  and  pos-  A  mere  d©- 

sessed  of  some  freeholds  and  leaseholds  which,  JJTa^JISI^I^ 
in  1 821,  be  had  mortgaged  for  4,500/.  in  hit  wUl 

^  ^  that  his  debts 

•w<i^  shall  be  paid, 

-Ky  bis  will,  dated  in  January ^  1822,  he  **  ordered  all  creates  a 

^**  J^t  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  the  charges  of  the  c^yg^  o"  his 

P^'obate  of  his  will,  and  the  several  legacies  thereinafter  their  payment 

^^^queathed,  to  be  paid  and  discharged  out  of  his  real  charee^of  debu 

^nd    personal  estate."     He  then  gave  his  wife,  during  *»»  the  real  es- 

^^r  life,  the  use  of  certain  household  goods,  &c.,  and  a  the  executore 

""eeliold  cottage,  so  long  as  she  chose  to  reside  therein,  *"  implied 
»«^^        -        ,  .       .  .       power  of  sale. 

^nd    after  the  determination  of  his  wife*s  estate  therein.      Distinction 

*^e    gave  and  bequeathed  the  same  to   his  five  sons,  exprew^on  of 

7^^^,  James,  Jonathan,  George  and  Thomas,  equally  a oesire that 

^'^    f^e.    The  testator  then  gave  his  wife  an  annuity  of  ^^  paid,  fol- 

^^->  for  her  life,  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  to  his  daughter  lowed  by  a 
^#^-».     f  /.  ^/M     /.     1       i-i.  1      .       .  1  giftofapar- 

**^«aA,  an  annuity  of  40/.,  for  her  life,  to  be  issuing  and  ticular  estate 

J^^y^ble  out  of,  and  he  thereby  charged  therewith,  all  ^^r  their  pay- 
jj-  '  .  ment,  and  a 

^    freeholds  and  leaseholds  (except  that  given  to  his  general  charge 


^**^^);  and  after  bequeathing  two  legacies  of  400/.  and  tetf^'rlhe 

^^^/.,  which  he  thereby  charged  upon  all  his  real  and  debts,  fol- 

*^*^onal  estate,  the  testator  gave  and  devised  all  and  particular  pro- 

^**^gular  his  freehold  messuages  to  Lees  and  Bradbury,  ^"»°"  for  their 

^^^  ^     payment     In 

for  the  former,  the 

1^  ^  general  charge 

S^alified  and  limited  to  the  particular  estate,  but  in  the  latter  it  is  not. 
^^  '^  '*  testator"  ordered  his  debts  and  legacies  '*  to  be  paid  and  discharged  out  of  his 
H  ^  «nd  personal  estate.*'  He  subsequently  devised  his  real  estates  to  trustees  for 
•«  ^  hundred  years,  and  subject  thereto,  to  his  five  sons  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee, 
^^^^^n  condition"  that  they  should  pay,  in  equal  shares,  certain  legacies  and  his  debts ; 
Q^5*  in  case  any  son  should  neglect  to  pay  his  portion,  the  trustees  of  the  term  were, 
^^  ^f  the  rents  of  his  share,  to  raise  the  amount  He  appointed  the  five  sons 
^Ql^^^tcrs.  Thirty-three  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  surviving  executors 
1^  ^    the  estate,  as  they  alleged,  to  pay  the  debts.   The  Court  held,  that  they  had  power 

^^11,  and  decreed  a  specific  performance  against  the  purchaser. 

"^OL-XXI.  Z 
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1866.       for  a  term  of  five  hundred  years,  upon  the  trusts  therein-  - 
after  mentioned ;  and  he  gave  all  his  real  and  persona 
estate  (subject  to  the  term  of  five  hundred  years)  to  hi^ 
said  five  sons,  their  heirs,  &c.,  as  tenants  in  common. 
upon  condition  that  they  should  pay,  in  equal  shares.  < 
the  two  legacies  of  400/.  and  600/.,  and  the  two  an — , 
nuities  of  50/.  and  40/.,  and  also  all  his  mortage  and 
other  debtSf  and  upon  further  condition,  as  to  the  gift 
Jamesy  that  he  should  pay  to  John  the  sum  of  6002 
within  six  years  after  the  testator's  decease,  with  interest 
The  testator  declared  the  trusts  of  the  five  bundr 
years'  term  to  be,  that  if  any  of  his  sons  should,  fo« 
the  space  of  thirty  days  after  demand  thereof  should  b< 
made,  refuse  or  neglect  to  pay  his  or  their  proportion ' 
or  share  of  the  legacies  of  400/.  and  600/.,  and  th 
annuities  of  60/.  and  40/.,  and  the  mortgage  and  oth^ 
debtSf  or  if  James  should  refuse  to  pay  the  600/.  to«7bAs=r 
the  trustees  should,  out  of  the  rents  of  the  share  ^^ 
such  sons,  raise  and  levy  such  sums  unpaid,  and 
costs.    The  testator  directed  that  the  receipts  of 
trustees  should  be  sufficient  discharges,  and  he  a- 
pointed  his  sons  executors  of  his  wilL 

The  testator  died  in  February^  1822,  and  all  his  sor 
except  Jamesy  proved  his  will. 

The  testator's  personal  estate  was  insufficient  for  pa»^ —  -3^' 
ment  of  his  debts.  His  sons  Johuy  James  and  Thon^^  ^^^ 
had  died,  leaving  the  Plaintiffs,  Jonathan  and  Geor^^^^* 
the  surviving  executors. 

The  sum  of  3,500/.  remained  due  upon  the  mortga^^^^» 
and  in  order  to  pay  it,  and  other  debts,  the  Plaintiffs,        '^^ 
December y  1853,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  fc-^^^ 
Defendant,  Benjamin  SykeSy  for  the   sale   of  part 
the  freehold  property,  for  4,100/.    The  mortgagee  v*^  ^^ 

willmMT^g 
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billing  to  coDcur,  but  the  purchaser  insisted,  that  the 
surviving  executors  had  no  power  to  sell,  and  were 
unable  to  make  a  good  title.  The  vendors  thereupon 
filled  the  present  bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  the 
contract. 

Mr.  iJ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Mackesan,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

First.  The  executors  had  an  implied  power  of  sale 
over  the  estate.  It  was  held,  so  far  back  as  the  16 
Sien.  7,  that  **  if  a  man  makes  his  will,  that  his  land 
^^bich  his  feoffees  have  shall  be  sold  and  aliened,  and 
does  not  say  by  whom,  there  his  executors  shall  alien 
^at,  and  not  the  feoffees,  per  Rede,  Tremaik,  et  Fowik. 
•Fineux  said  nothing  to  this  this  day;  but  the  day  be- 
^'^^e,  he  in  a  manner  affirmed  this.  Conisby  said,  that 
the  feoffees  shall  alien  this,  for  they  have  the  confidence 
Placed  in  them,  &c.  But  this  was  denied,  for  executors 
have  much  greater  confidence  placed  in  them  than  the 
'^flFecs  have,  for  the  money  to  arise  by  the  sale  of  the 
executors  shall  be  assets  in  their  hands,  and  therefore 
^^y  shall  sell."    2  Sugd.  Pow.  6th  ed.  (a). 

I'be  authorities  from  that  time  to  the  present  bear  out 

*he  same  doctrine.    Thus  it  is  stated  in  Bentham  v.  Wilt" 

^hitrc  (6),  "  To  enable  executors  to  sell,  the  power  must 

^itber  be  expressly  given  to  them,  or  necessarily  to  be 

implied,  from  the  produce  being  to  pass  through  their 

■^^nds  in  the  execution  of  their  office,  as  in  payment 

^^    debts  and   legacies."     Again,  the  general   rule   is 

stated  in  Tylden,  v.  Hyde{c)  thus:—"  Where  there  is 

^  general  direction  to  sell,  but  it  is  not  stated  by  whom 

^e  Bale  is  to  be  made,  there,  if  the  produce  of  the  sale 

**  to  be  applied  by  the  executors  in  the  execution  of 

their 

(f)  Page  538.  (c)  2  Sim.  *  St,  241. 

W  4j||<iif.49. 
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1856.  ^b^ir  office,  a  power  to  sell  will  be  implied  to  tt 
executors.'*  In  addition  to  these  reasons  for  the  role, 
is  evident  that  the  executor  alone  can  know  whethe 
the  debts  are  or  are  not  paid,  whether  there  is  an. 
set-off  against  the  demand,  or  whether  it  is  barr 
by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  for  he  possesses  all  tb 
documents ;  and  if  it  be  clear  that  the  money  is  to  1 
raised,  who  can  be  more  proper  to  raise  it  than  the  pe  ^i^^k-- 
sons  who  have  to  apply  the  fund  when  raised,  Robinsci^sr^n 
y.  Lowater(a).  In  the  present  case,  the  blending  ^  ^^f 
the  real  and  personal  estate,  together,  is  an  addition^^K.  ^al 
reason  for  implying  in  the  executor  (who  necessar^^  ly 
must  have  the  control  over  the  personal  estate),  t~3fcme 
power  to  raise,  by  sale  of  the  real  estate,  the  necessi^^  K^y 
funds  to  pay  the  debts;  Tj/lden  Y.Hydeifi)^  OosUng  ^^r- 
Carter  (c). 

It  will  be  said,  that  there  is  a  distinction  betweeiM.  ^ 

direction  to  sell  the  real  estate  for  payment  of  debts  a^-^c^^^ 
a  charge,  or  a  simple  direction  that  they  should  be  pa5L^^  9 
but  none  such  exists.  In  Elliot  v.  Merryman{d)  fc^lR^^ 
expression  used  was,  "  my  will  is,  that  all  ray  debts  t^^ 
paid;  and  I  do  charge  all  my  lands  with  the  payra^3"  -mrkt 
thereof.''    '*  Item:  I  give  all  ray  real  and  personal  est^^^-"^^ 

to Goodwin,  to  hold  to  hira,  his  heirs,  executes  M^^9 

adrainistrators  and  assigns, chargeable,  nevertheless,  w  i  ^" 
the  payment  of  all  ray  debts  and  legacies  ;"  as  to  this  -tl^^ 
Master  of  the   Rolls  (Sir  Joseph  Jekyll)  said,   "  'nT*^ 
indeed  true,  that  these  words  do  not  amount  to  a  dev  i  ^^ 
of  the  lands  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  the  det>*^^^ 
and  they  only  iraport  a  charge  upon  them  for  that  p^-*  ^"^ 
pose.     However,  this  is  such  a  devise  as  is  within   t^*^ 
meaning  of  the  proviso  of  the  statute  of  Fraudulent  X^  ^^ 

vis^^' 

(fl)  5  Dt  G.,  ^\.  Sf  G.  277.  (c)  1  Coll.  644. 

(6)  2  Sim,  4"  St.  238.  (d)  Bamarduton,  78. 
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vises,  and  does  interrupt  the  descent  to  the  heir  at  law."        1856. 
He  afterwards  adds  (a),  **  The  present  case,  indeed,  does 
not  fall  within  either  of  these  rales,  because  here  lands 
&i^   not  given  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  debts,  but 
*re     only  charged  with  such  payment     However,  the 
question  is,  whether  that  circumstance  makes  any  differ- 
ence?   And  his  Honor  was  of  opinion  that  it  did  not." 
*^^«xl  LangdaUt  in  Shaw  y.Borrerip)^  expressed  a  similar 
^piciion :  he  says,  "  And  on  the  whole,  considering  that 
the  charge  creates  or  constitutes  a  trust  for  the  payment 
^^  debts,  or,  as  Lord  Eldon  in  one  place  (adopting  the 
*aiigyage  of  Lord  Thtarlow)  expressed  it,  that  *  a  charge 
'®  ^   devise  of  the  estate  in  substance  and  effect  pro  tanto 
^  I>ay  the  debts,' "  &c.  &c. 

X.«ord  Cottenham  approved  of  Shaw  v.  JBorrer  in  Ball 

^^    J3afrm(c),  there  the  testator  had  "  directed  all  his 

J'^^'fc   debts,  &c.  to  be  paid"(rf);  and  Lord  Cottenham 

*^y  s(tf),  "  In  support  of  the  appeal,  it  was  not  disputed 

^^^"^  the  directions  in  the  will  constituted  a  charge  of  the 

^^l:>'ts  upon  the  real  estate.     But  it  was  contended,  first, 

^^^'fc  such  a  charge  did  not  give  a  power  to  sell,"  &c.  &c. 

^^lie  affirmative  of  the  first  proposition  was  acted  upon 

^y    "ttc  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Shaw  v.  Borrer  (/),  and 

^b^    real  question  is,  was  that  decision  right?     I  have 

^^^'^fully  considered  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the 

*^^^ll8  upon  this  point,  and  I  entirely  concur  with  him 

^Pc:fcn  it.    The  point,  indeed,  has  been  long  established. 

*^   ^rose  directly  in  Elliot  v.  Merry man(g),  and,  as  there 

^^d  down,  has  been  recognized  in  the  several  cases 

^^*^rred  to  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  to  which  may 

^^  added  the  opinion  of  Lord  Thurlow  and  Lord  Eldon 


\\\ 


5^)  Pa|?e  81.  (e)  4  M}fl.  if  Cr.  266. 

5*)  1  Keen,  b11.  (/)  1  Keen,  559. 

Vo)  4  MyL  4r  Cr.  264.  (g)  BamardUton,  78. 
(«0  8  Sm.  485. 
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1866.  in  Bailey  v.  Ekin8(a)f  and  Dolton  v.  Hewen(b)i  for 
although  the  point  in  some  of  those  cases  was,  whethei 
the  purchaser  was  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  tb< 
purchase-moneyi  the  decision,  that  he  was  not,  assume 
that  the  sale  was  authorized  by  the  chaise  in  the  will  c 
the  debts  upon  the  estate ;  that  is,  that  the  charge  of  th 
debts  upon  the  estate  was  equivalent  to  a  trust  to  sel 
for  the  payment  of  them."  The  yice-Chancellor  Knigh 
JBrtice,  in  Gosling  v.  Carter(c\  entertained  a  simila 
opinion;  and  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  Shaw  i 
BorreTj  and  Gosling  v.  Carter^  the  testator,  as  in  th 
present  case,  **  directed**  payment  of  his  debts. 

Although  in  Doe  d.  Jones  v.  Hughes(d),  where  i 
testator  charged  his  real  estate  with  his  debts,  &c.,  anc 
appointed  his  widow  executrix,  it  was  held,  that  a  merf 
charge  of  debts,  &c.  gives  no  implied  power  of  sale  U 
an  executor,  and  that  she  had  no  authority  to  sell  his 
Bala  House  for  payment  of  his  debts ;  yet  in  Robinsoi^ 
V.  Lowater{e\  this  Court  having  found  "  it  difBcult  tc 
reconcile  the  decision  in  that  case  with  the  numeroui 
authorities  to  be  found  on  this  subject  in  Chancery,' 
came  to  an  opposite  conclusion,  and  the  decision  wa. 
affirmed  on  appeal  (/).  In  Siroughill  v.  Ansteyig^ 
Lord  St.  Leonards  speaks  of  Ball  v.  Harris  thus(A)| 
"  This  case,  therefore,  introduces  the  very  proper  distinc 
tion,  that  where  there  is  a  general  trust  without  a  modE 
of  raising  charges,  or  where,  by  force  of  the  char^ 
itself,  there  is  an  implied  trust  to  raise  it,  and  the  esta* 
itself  is  disposed  of  subject  to  that  obligation  (which  mtm 
be  a  power  to  sell),  then  the  charge  may  be  raised  1= 
mortgage  as  well  as  by  sale."     On  this  point  they  aL 

referr- 

(fl)  7  Ves,  319;  see  p.  323.  (e)  17  Beav.  592. 

(b)  6  Mad.  9.  C/')  5  De  G.,  M.  Sr  G,27^ 

(c)  1  Coll.  644.  ig)  I  De  G.,  M.  ^  G.63^^ 

(d)  6  Exch.  Rep.  223.  (h)  Page  647. 
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^ferred  to  17  Jur.  part  2  (a),  and  see  2  Jmr.  (N.  S.)       1856. 
on  2  (6). 


Secondly,  the  implied  power  is  not  rebutted  by  the 
obseqaent  devise  or  by  the  term  of  500  years  created 
)r  securing  payment  of  the  debts  and  other  payments, 
nd  which  was  intended  for  mere  family  purposes.  The 
large  of  debts  is  paramount  to  all  the  subsequent 
?vises  and  affects  all  the  real  estate,  while  the  term 
^es  not  include  Deanhead,  which  was  devised  to  the 
Atator's  wife  for  life.    Shaw  v.  Barrer{c),  and  Jenkins 

miesid). 

Mr.  Bagshawe  and  Mr.  Smale,  contrct.  Where  a 
lere  charge  is  created  on  an  estate,  no  power  of  sale 
I  to  be  implied  in  any  person;  the  owner  takes  the 
state  subject  to  the  charge  and  to  the  ordinary  remedies 
>r  raising  it ;  but  it  would  be  productive  of  the  greatest 
ijustice  to  allow  a  man's  estate  to  be  sold  behind 
is  back  under  some  implied  authority.  In  the  case  of 
')o€  d.  Jones  v.  Hughes  the  Court  of  Exchequer  were 
nanimous  in  holding,  that  a  mere  charge  of  debts  on  an 
state  does  not  authorize  the  executor  to  sell  another 
lan's  estate.  The  cases  cited  in  which  a  sale  was 
irected  do  not  apply;  but  even  where  a  sale  is  directed, 
'ithout  saying  by  whom,  a  power  of  sale  in  the  exe- 
utors  is  not  to  be  implied ;  Curtis  v.  Fulbrook  (e) ; 
lentham  v.  Wiltshire  (/).  *'  Before  an  implication  is 
aiised  there  must  be  an  absence  of  express  devise,  and 
1  opposition  to  a  devise  it  can  never  be  raised ;"  Patton 
•  Randall  {g),  and  here  there  is  a  devise  to  the  five  sons. 

Secondly, 

(a)  Page  258.  (e)  8  Hare,  26,  corrected,  278. 

(6)  Page  68.  (/)  4  Mad.  49. 

(c)  1  Keen,  576.  (g)  1  Jac.  Sc  W.  196. 

{d)  6  Fes.  654,  d. 
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SeconSIyy  in  this  case,  no  power  of  sale  in  the  executo 
can  be  implied,  for  the  testator  has  painted  out  the  m 
by  which  the  debts  and  legacies  are  to  be  paid.    T' 
devise  is  to  the  five  son^,  on  condition  of  their  payio 
the  debts  in  equal  proportions,  besides  which,  a  ten 
is  limited  for  securing  the  due  performance  of  the  coi 
dition,  and  the  payment  of  tbe  debts  and  legacies, 
raising  tbe  deficiency  out  of  the  rents.    Even  if  the  fir& 
part  of  the  will  gave  the  executors  an  implied  power  ^ 
sale  tbe  subsequent  express  trust  supersedes  it      [ 
"'this  point  tbe  Court  referred  to  Ellison  v,  Airet/ia),  a 
CraUan  ▼•  OuUan(b).']    The  sale  is  made  by  trustee 


and  tbey  are  bound  to  see  that  tbe  intention  of  tEIZ 
testator  is  carried  into  effect;  not  by  selliog  tbe  whoZ^ 
bat  by  making  tbe  share  of  each  son  bear  its  proportii— ^ 
of  the  bordeuy  by  a  contribution. 


m 
ad 

KS, 

he 
on 


Thirdly.  The  testator  died  in  1822,  and  even  if  t= 
executors  originally  possessed  the  power  they  ean 
now  compel  a  purchaser,  after  thirty-three  years'  del 
to  take  such  a  title.     Persons  who  deal  with 


raising  money  at  a  considerable  distance  of  time,  a 
without  apparent  reason  for  so  doing,  are  under  an  o^ 
gation  to  inquire  and  see  that  no  breach  of  trust  is  bel 
committed  ;  Stroughill  v.  Anstey{c).     Lord  St.  Leonar^^=:^^^ 
says : — "  I  will   only   add,   in   regard  to  the   gene/«=^-*^' 
question  of  distance  of  time,  that  people  who  deal  witt 
trustees  raising  money  at  a  considerable  distance  o§ 
time  and  without  an  apparent  reason   for  so  doing, 
must  be  considered  as  under  some  obligation  to  inquire 
and  to  look  fairly  at  what  they  are  about     I  do  not 
thus  mean  to  incumber  or  to  lessen  the  security  of  par- 
chasers 


^h 


(a)  2  Vet.  sen,  568. 
(6)  3  Beac.  8. 


(c)  IDeG.,  M.  4G.p.654. 


^^ 
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^shasen  or  mortgagees  ander  trusts;  bat  if,  for  a  great  1856. 
-siomber  of  years,  a  trust,  such  as  that  here,  remains 
^unperformed,  and  parties  are  found  in  possession  and 
Teceipt  of  the  rents  of  the  trust  property,  add  then  an 
application  is  made  of  it  without  their  concurrence 
by  the  trustees,  it  may  place  those  who  deal  with  the 
trustees  in  a  situation  of  having  it  established  that 
there  was  a  breach  of  trust,  of  which  they  ought  to  have 
taken  notice." 

Fourthly.  This  Court  will  never  compel  a  purchaser 
to  take  a  doubtful  title,  or  to  purchase  a  law  suit. 
Here  there  is  a  conflict  between  two  Courts,  upon  the 
very  point  on  which  the  validity  of  the  title  depends, 
and  when  the  purchaser  has  been  compelled  to  complete 
his  contract  by  this  Court  and  has  paid  his  purchase- 
money,  he  knows,  from  the  reported  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  that  upon  an  ejectment,  he  will  be 
tamed  out  of  possession. 

I%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot,  consistently  with  the  view  I  have  always 
taken  of  these  cases,  and  which  I  expressed  in  the 
Case  of  Robinson  v.  Lowater,  refuse  to  give  the  Plaintiff 
^  decree.     I  take  the  distinction,  in  these  cases,  and 
^bicb  two  cases  before  me,  with  many  others  illustrate, 
to  be  this : — in  the  first  place,  when  a  testator  ex- 
presses a  desire  that  his  debts  shall  be  paid,  the  Court 
considers,  that  every  portion  of  his  property  available 
for  that  purpose  shall  be  applied  in  payment  of  his 
debts.    Consequently,  in  the  older  cases,  the  mere  ex- 
pression of  a  desire  that  his  debts  should  be  paid  made 
bis  real  estates  liable  for  their  payment.     But  there  are 
two  cases,  before  the  statute  making  real  estate  assets 
for  payment  of  simple  contract  debts,  in  which  this  has 

occurred : — 
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occurred :— there  has  been  a  mere  expreasiony  on  the  part 
of  the  testator,  of  a  desire  that  his  debts  shall  be  paid, 
followed  by  a  gift,  for  that  purpose,  of  a  specific  property 
which,  by  the  existing  law,  was  not  liable  for  their  pay- 
ment. Courts  of  Equity,  in  construing  such  a  will,  have 
treated  the  expression  of  a  desire  that  his  debts  shall 
be  paid,  as  qualified  by  the  subsequent  creation  of  a 
particular  fund,  in  addition  to  the  personal  estate,  for  the 
purpose  of  such  payment.  But  if  the  testator  begins 
his  will  with  an  express  charge  of  all  his  debts  upon  his 
real  estate,  the  Court  holds,  that  this  express  and  distinct 
devise  or  direction  that  all  his  real  estate  shall  be  liable, 
is  not  to  be  cut  down,  unless  it  finds  some  words  ex- 
pressly stating,  that  those  words  are  not  to  operate, 
or  something  contradictory  or  repugnant  to  them,  and, 
therefore,  that  the  subsequent  creation  of  a  fund  for  the 
payment  of  these  debts  does  not  supersede  the  prior  * 
general  direction.  That  is  the  general  view  I  take  o^k  * 
this  case,  and  I  will  refer  to  two  cases,  and  no  doubt 
there  are  a  great  many  others,  which  express  ihat:^.^^ 
pretty  clearly.  One  is  the  case  of  Palmer  v.  Graves  (a)...^  <aK 
The  Court  held,  in  that  case,  that  the  testator  had  not*<^:^ 
made  a  general  charge  for  the  payment  of  his  debtt?*nr  '9' 
out  of  his  real  estate,  because,  if  he  had,  the  subsequent^ -^=^ 
direction  would  have  been  unnecessary,  and  he  had 
gone  on,  and  pointed  out  what  he  intended.  But  I  ap 
prehend  the  result  would  have  been  different  if  the 
had  been  an  express  general  chaise  of  his  real  estat 
for  payment  of  his  debts. 

The  other  case  that  I  refer  to  is  a  case  of  Coxe  v.  Bom* 
8et(b).  There  was  a  general  charge  of  debts  and  l^acies 
upon  all  the  real  estate,  with  a  subsequent  power  to  sell 

a 

(a)  1  Keen,  545.  (b)  Z  Vei.  155. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  347 

^aptrticolar  estate  for  their  paymenty  and  it  was  held,        1866. 
^•hat  the  general  charge  upon  the  testator's  real  estate 
^vemained,  although  there  was  a  subsequent  devise  of  a 
^mrticular  estate,  with  a  direct  power  that  it  should  be 
sold  and  applied  in  payment  of  debts.     I  apprehend 
that  the  same  principle  will  be  found  to  pervade  the 
many  other  cases  upon  the  subject ;  it  is  the  view  I  have 
taken  of  these  cases,  and  it  appears  to  me  to  be  con- 
sistent with  all  the  cases  that  have  been  cited,  and  very 
much  the  view  expressed  by  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce 
and  by  Lord  St.  Leonards  in  the  case  of  Stroughill  v. 
Aniteji{a).    This  is  the  general  view  that  I  take  of 
this  case. 

I  now  come  to  observe  upon  this  particular  will,  and 
I  am  struck  with  the  peculiar  character  of  the  term 
which  is  created,  which  makes  me  think  that  it  rather 
strengthens  the  view  which  I  take  of  this  case ;  viz.,  that 
it  was  not  intended  to  control  the  general  charge  for 
payment  of  debts  which  is  given  by  his  will.  The 
testator  directs  ''all  his  just  debts,  funeral  expenses, 
and  the  charges  of  probate  and  legacies  to  be  paid  out 
of  his  real  and  personal  estate."  You  cannot  have  a 
more  comprehensive  trust ;  it  includes  all  his  property. 
[Hu  Honor  here  stated  tlie  rest  of  the  will,  which  it  is 
unnecessary  to  repeat.']  The  object  of  the  term  of  500 
years  was  this : — Suppose  a  division  of  the  estates  had 
taken  place  amongst  the  devisees,  by  voluntary  or  com- 
pulsory partition,  before  all  the  debts  had  been  ascer- 
tained ;  and  that  it  became  afterwards  necessary  to  sell 
part  of  the  estates  belonging  to  one  of  the  devisees 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debts,  then  how  is  that 
devisee  to  be  recouped  and  the  proportion  between 
himself  and  the  others  be  made  good  ?    It  appears  to 

me 
(a)  1  De  G.,  M.  ^  G.  635. 
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1866.  me  that  the  term  of  500  years  affords  the  necessaTj 
machinery  for  doing  it;  for  if  more  than  the  proper  pro 
portion  of  the  debts  is  paid  out  of  the  estate  of  one,  am 
he  is  not  recouped  by  the  owners  of  the  other  estates,  thei 
there  is  a  power  created  by  which  the  trustees  can  entci 
under  the  term  of  500  years,  in  order  to  set  right  th 
inequality  which  had  been  created  by  a  sale  of  a  portioi 
of  the  estates  to  pay  debts  not  contemplated  at  the  tim* 
of  the  division,  and  which  ought  to  have  been  pai< 
rat^ably  by  the  five  sons  at  the  time  the  partition  wai 
made.  I  do  not  think,  therefore*  that  the  creation  o 
this  term,  which  has  a  distinct  and  specified  object 
supersedes  the  general  charge  for  payment  of  debts, 
which,  in  my  opinion,  gives  the  executors  a  power  o1 
selling  the  estate  for  the  payment  of  debts.  And  ir 
that  view  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  a  valid 
contract 

It  is  very  true  that  the  Court  will  not  compel  a  persor 
to  take  a  doubtful  title ;  but  if  the  Court  is  of  opinion 
upon  due  consideration  of  the  question  of  law,  that  th< 
title  is  good,  the  Court  is  bound  so  to. hold,  and  i 
cannot,  in  my  opinion,  decline  to  do  so,  because  it  ii 
possible,  that  when  the  case  arises  between  the  parties 
some  other  Court  may  come  to  an  opposite  or  con 
trary  conclusion  ;  and  therefore  I  am  of  opinion  that 
am  right,  in  this  case,  in  compelling  the  purchaser  t< 
take  what,  in  my  opinion,  is  not  a  doubtful  title, 
shall  certainly  secure  to  the  purchaser,  as  far  as  i 
is  competent  for  the  Court  to  do  so,  a  good  lega 
estate  when  the  conveyance  is  made;  but  as  I  am  o; 
opinion  that  the  executors  had  power  to  enter  into  th( 
contract,  which  is  not  disputed,  and  as,  in  my  opinion 
the  title  is  good,  I  must  decree  a  specific  performance. 
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GALE  r.  GALE. 

Jan,  28,  29. 

f\^  Ws  marriage,  in  1841,  Mr.  Gale  conveyed  an  Under  his 

^^     undivided  share  in  a  real  estate  to  two  trustees  Uement^JT^k 

and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  for  biroself  and  wife  during  ^^  power  to 

their  respective  lives,  with  remainder  to  the  children  of  reversion  in 

the   marriage:  and  in  default  (which  event  occurred)  ^eeofthe 

°  ^  '  settled  estates, 

then   as  he  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint;  and  in  andthetru^ 

defoult  of  appointment,  to  the  children  of  Edmund  ^**e^r*of*sale 
£lstcourt  Wilkins  Gale  and  of  four  other  persons.  The  with  his  con- 
trustees  were  empowered,  with  the  consent  of  Mr.  and  by  his  will,  ' 

Airs.  Oaky  to  sell,  and  the  purchase-money  was  to  be  appointed  it  to 
,.,  .11.  .,  ^/..        trustees,  to 

laid  out,  with  their  consent,  m  the  purchase  of  other  sell  and  stand 

freehold  hereditaments  in  fee  simple,  to  be  settled  to  [^^••^^  ^f 

'^    *  the  produce  in 

llie  same  uses,  and  in  the  meanwhile  it  was  to  be  in-  trust  for  a 
^«M»t#Hi    A-p  class;  and  he 

nested,  dec.  ^^^  ^1  ^-^ 

real  and  per- 

There  was  no  child  of  the  marriage.  •®"a^  ^^^^ 

^  "  not  therein- 

before spe- 
Mr.  Gale^  by  his  will,  dated  in  1846,  appointed  the  cifically  dis- 

^state,  from  and  after  the  decease  of  Mrs.  Gale  and  ^|,  widow. 

failure  of  issue  of  the  marriage,  to  Waintoright  and  Subsequently, 

^_  ,     ^  ,1         ,  ,  -  the  trustees, 

Jfcnrton  m  fee,  upon  trust  to  sell,  and  to  stand  possessed  with  A,  B,*$ 

of  the  purchase-money  upon  trust  for  the  children  of  ^^"*®"*'J?^^ 

liis  brother  Edmund  E.  W,  Gale  who  should  be  living  bui,  at  his 

^t  his  death.    And  the  testator  gave  and  devised  to  the  veywcl^haT" 

Plaintiff  (his  widow),  absolutely,  all  other  his  real  and  not  been  ex- 

personal  estate  and  effects,  of  what  nature  or  kind  oftbetrus- 

whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  to  which  he  or  any  other  ^es,  and  the 

■^  purchase- 

person  money  had  not 
been  received. 

Held  (notwithstanding  the  1  Vkt.  c.  26,  ss  19,  23),  that,  the  gift  to  the  class  was 

looperative,  and  that  the  purchase-money  passed,  under  the  residuary  gift,  to  the 

iridow. 


person  in  trust  for  him  should  be  entitled  at  the  time  - 
his  death,  noi  thereinbefore  specifically  disponed  of. 

In  November,  1849,  the  trnetees  of  the  settlemen 
with  the  consent  of  Mr,  and  Mrs.  Gale^  contracted 
sell  the  share  of  the  estate  for  l,200L    The  conve 
antes  were   approved  of  in  December^  1849,  aiidt  i 
August^  1850,  were  executed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  G\ 
and  by  one  only  of  the  trustees. 


Mr,  GaU  died  in  September,  1850.     In  iVbtjemfter^ 
following  the  conveyances  were  executed  by  the  other 
trustee,  and  the  purchase-money  was  thereupon  paid 
and  invested  in  con  sols , 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs-  Gale^ 
contended,  that  the  appointment  made  by  the  will  to  • 
Wainwright  and  Norton  was  revoked,  ond  that  anderj 
the  residuary  devise  in  the  will,  she  was  entitled  to  the. 
purchase-money.    The  Defendants,  on  the  other  hand^i 
contended,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  so  entitled,  and  m] 
consequence  of  the  dispute,  the  trustees  refused  to  pay 
her  any  part  of  the  stock,  until  the  questions  had  been 
determined. 

Mr.  Cairns,  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  appointment  made 
by  the  testator  is  inoperative,  for  the  subsequent  sale, 
with  the  consent  of  the  tenants  for  life,  destroyed  the 
specific  property  affected  by  the  appointment,  and  ope- 
rated as  an  ademption.  That  the  proceeds  did  not  pass 
under  the  1  Vict.  c.  26,  ss.  19,  23  (The  Wills  Act),  was 
decided  by  Farrar  v.  Winterton{d)y  and  Moor  v.  Rais- 
beck{b).  See  also  In  re  The  Manchester,  &c.  Railway 
Company  (c). 

Mr. 


(a)  5  Beav.  1. 
(6)  12  Sim.  123. 


(c)  19  Beav.  365. 
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Mr.  a.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Fretling,  contrcL.  There  has  1856. 
'Keen  an  ademption,  but  the  produce  passes,  as  in  default 
of  appointment,  to  the  persons  ultimately  entitled  under 
the  settlement,  for  the  power  cannot  be  considered  as 
exercised  in  favour  of  the  widow,  inasmuch  as  a  con- 
trary intention  is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  will  (a),  and 
the  testator  only  gives  her  that  which  is  not  *^  therein- 
before specially  disposed  of."  The  appointment  was  in- 
operative, either  as  an  appointment  of  the  estate  or  of  the 
purchase-money,  and  as  the  latter  was,  by  the  term  of 
the  settlement,  to  be  reinvested  on  the  same  trusts  as 
Ibe  lands  sold,  those  trusts  would,  after  the  death  of 
Jf rs.  GaUf  prevail  over  the  dispositions  by  the  will. 

Mr.  C.  Hall,  for  the  other  trustee  of  the  settlement. 

Mr.  JET.  Sargant,  for  the  appointees  under  the  will. 

The  23rd  section  of  the  1  Vici.  c.  26,  enacts,  that  no 
Conveyance  or  other  act  subsequent  to  the  execution  of 
^   will  relating  to  any  refA  or  personal  estate  therein 
Comprised,  except  a  revocation,  ''shall  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  will  with  respect  to  such  estate  or 
interest  in  such  real  or  personal  estate  as  the  testator 
shall  have  power  to  dispose  of  by  will  at  the  time  of 
his  death."    Here  the  testator  had  an  interest  in  the 
estate  at  his  death,  for  the  purchase  had  not  been  com- 
pleted and  the  purchase-money,  which  had  not  been 
paid,  was  a  lien  on  the  estate.    It  therefore  passed  by  his 
will.    The  matter  must  be  regarded  as  it  existed  at  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death,  for  the  24th  section  pro- 
vides, that,  ''every  will  shall  be  construed,  with  reference 
to  the  real  estate  and  personal  estate  comprised  in  it, 
to  speak  and  take  effect  as  if  it  had  been  executed 

immediately 
(a)  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  27. 
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1866.       immediately  before  the  death  of  the  testator,  unless  a  ^^ 

contrary  intention  shall  appear  by  the  will."  There-  """^ 
fore  this  devise  must  be  construed  as  if  the  testator  1 
had  by  his  will,  executed  immediately  before  his  death,  ^ 

said  : — "  I  devise  every  interest  in  the  property  which  I 
now  possess."     Here  the  purchase-money  had  not  been  ^ 

received ;  it  was  subject  to  the  widow's  life  estate,  and  j 

liable  to  be  reinvested,  at  any  time,  in  fee  simple  lands. 
There  is  a  distinction  between  the  case  where  the  ab-  ^^^^ 
solute  owner  sells  his  estate  after  devising  it,  for  then  ^^-^ 
there  is  a  conversion  of  his  real  estate  into  personalty ;  ^  ^ 
but  here  the  money  retains  the  quatity  of  land.  Where^^^.^.^ 
a  testator  devises  his  estate  to  trustees  to  sell  and  pa}^^  ^^ 
the  money  to  certain  legatees,  and  he  afterwards  sells  the 
estate  himself  (which,  under  the  old  law,  is  an  aderoj 
tion),  the  distinction  would  now  seem  to  be  this : — tha  ^ 

if  the  money  has  not  been  received  by  the  testator,  ^  5, 

will  pass  to  the  legatees;  because,  notwithstanding  tir^^VK^g 
sale,  the  will  operates  on  the  interest  in  the  estate  whic^^^^^h 
the  testator  has  power  to  dispose  of,  viz.,  the  purchas^e==»^- 
money,  for  which  he  has  a  lien  on  the  estate  (a) ;  bL-aBKjBt, 
if  the  testator  has  received  the  money,  the  result  is 

different  Here  there  is  no  gift  of  the  land,  but  men —  ■-  ly 
a  devise  to  the  trustee  to  sell;  it  is  a  gift  of  the  pi^^r^o- 
ceeds,  and  these  consols  are  the  proceeds. 

Mr.  Cairns,  in  reply.  In  the  matter  of  Spoons"  -^'' 
Trust  (6),  where  a  testatrix  appointed  a  fund  to  A,  a  "^K-^ad 
her  other  property  to  £.,  and  A,  predeceased  her,  '^ 

was  held,  that  the  fund  subject  to  the  power  pass^^^^  "» 
and  that,  under  the  Wills  Act,  the  residuary  gift  cc^  -^cm- 
prised  not  only  all  that  was  ineffectually  attempted  ^ 
be  specially  bequeathed^  but  all  that  was  ineffectuev-  '-  v 
attempted  to  be  specially  appointed. 

(a)  1  Svgd.  Vend.  lOtli  ed.  304.  (6)  2  Sim.  N.  S.  129. 
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ASTER  of  the  Rolls.  1856. 

esent  impression  is,  that  there  is  an  ademp- 
the  property  appointed,  by  the  will  by  the 
Qt  sale  of  it.  The  testator  has  a  power  of 
ent  over  a  particular  property,  and  he  appoints 
ifterwards  sold,  and  the  testator  gets  the  same 
appointment  over  another  property.  The  will 
3  an  exercise  of  power  over  land  which,  for  this 
did  not  exist  at  the  date  of  it. 

it  being  clear,  that  at  the  date  of  the  will,  his 
was  that  the  residuary  devise  should  not 
ipon  the  property  over  which  be  had  a  power, 
ulty  is,  whether  it  is  to  operate  on  the  property 
;d  for  it.  In  the  simple  case  of  a  devise  to 
fee  simple  estate  and  a  devise  to  another  per- 
il the  rest  of  the  real  estate,  there  would  be  a 
?ntion  that  the  estate  should  not  pass  to  the 
devisee ;  but  if  the  testator  afterwards  sold  it 
chased  a  new  property,  I  should  think  that  it 
iss  under  the  residuary  clause. 

uestion  is  whether,  where  property  is  held  in 
be  sold  and  vested  in  other  land  on  the  same 
ere  is  not  such  an  identity  between  the  land 
ind  the  land  sold,  as  to  preserve  the  intention 
lould  not  be  included  in  the  residuary  bequest. 


[aster  of  the  Rolls.  Jan.  29. 

k  the  case  of  Spooner's  Trust  (a)  satisfactorily 
of  the  point  that  the  purchase-moneys  pass  to 
w.     I  had  some  doubt,  but  I  think  this  must 

be 

{a)  2  Sim.  (N.S.)  129. 
[XI.  A  A 
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1866,  be  treated  as  a  new  estate  and  a  new  power  iti  relatifl 

*"^^-'^^  to  it,  and  must  be  considered  as  dispofied  of  by  I' 

p  residuary  devise. 
Oalk. 

As  to  the  invalidity  of  the  appointment,  I  entertc 
£io  doubt;  that  the  appointment  by  the  will  had  no  eS^ 
either  on  the  new  estate  purchased  with  the  produce 
the  oldp  or  on  purchase-money  which  stood  in  the  pl^ 
of  the  settled  estate. 

The  Plaintiff,  therefore^  is  entitled  to  the  fund. 


StrrA  4,  5, 
IS. 

Bequest  to  A, 

for  life^  and 
aAer  her  d^^ 
cease  to  be- 
come llip  pro- 
perty of  JJ.f 


HODGSON  I?,  SMITHSON. 


T>Y  his  will  dated  in  February,  1814,  the  testator 

queatlied  as  follows: — '*  I  give  likewise  unto 

wife  Ann  IIliL  the  interest  upon   whatever  money 

may  have  in  the  3/*  per  cent.  Consols,  or  any  oth^ 

*'  Off  i»i  caau  wf  stocks  I  may  have,  durinj^  her  natural  life,      i  do  direct 


IT ="Jf 


her  decease, 
to  be  equally 
divided  be- 
tween her 
children 
living."     B, 
died  in  the 
testator's  life- 
time, and  her 
only  child  sur- 
vived her,  but 
died  in  the 
life  of  ^. 
Held  that 
the  word 
**  living**  re- 
ferred to  the 
last  antece- 
dent, viz.  the 
death  of  B., 
and  that  such 


that  after  my  wife's  decease,  one  half  of  the  property i^^ 
belonging  to  me  in  the  3Z.  per  cent.  Consols  shall  bc^^^ 
disposed  of  as  follows  : — [He  then  disposed  of  that  hair^^ 
and  proceeded.]    The  other  half  of  my  property  in  the     — " 
3/.  per  cent.  Consols,  shall   (after  my  wife's  decease) 
become  the  property  of  my  cousin   Mrs.  Morville,  of 
Wakefield^  in   Yorkshire^  or,  in  case  of  her  decease,  I 
do  direct  that  it  shall  be  equally  divided  between  her 
children  living.^' 

The  will  was  dated  in  1814.     Mrs.  Morville  died  in        ^ 
1816,  leaving   Mrs.  Burrell  her  only  child  surviving.       — ' 

The      ^=^ 


only  child  took 

a  vested  interest,  and  that  her  legal  personal  representatives  were  entitled  to  the  legacy. 
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tor  died  in  1819,  Mrs.  Burr  ell  died  Id  1820,        1856. 
!8tator*8  widow  had  died  "very  lately."  v^^w^w 

HODOSON 
V. 

Palmer  and  Mr.  Brodrick,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  Smithson. 
^gees  of  the  husband  and  administrator  of 
TelL  The  question  raised  is,  whether  the 
ng"  is  to  be  applied  to  the  children  of  Mrs. 
living  at  the  event  last  before  mentioned, 
he  death  of  their  parent  Mrs.  Morville,  or 
t  refers  to  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life; 
^ords,  whether  the  daughter  of  Mrs.  Morville 
have  survived  the  tenant  for  life  as  well  as 
ville  in  order  to  become  entitled.  The  in- 
a  vested  interest  on  the  death  of  the  testator, 
ase  is  in  fact  the  same  as  that  of  Coulthurst  v. 
).  They  cited  Ive  v.  King  (ft) ;  Lyon  v, 
?) ;  Masters  v.  Scales  (d ) ;  Barker  v.  Barker  (e). 

iffshawe  and  J.  II.  Palmer^  for  the  assignees 
iband,  in  the  same  interest  as  the  Plaintiffs. 

n/d  and  Mr.  Bristowey  for  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
ontended,  that  there  was  an  intestacy  as  to  this 
the  fund,  in  consequence  of  the  death  of  Mrs. 
n  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  of  her  daughter 
rell  having  predeceased  the  widow,  the  tenant 
They  argued  that  the  word  **  living"  referred  to 
of  the  widow  and  not  to  that  of  Mrs.  Morville ^ 
eing  the  period  of  division  was  the  time  for  as- 
the  class  to  take.  They  cited  Edwards  v.JEkl" 
;  Neatkway\.Reed{g)]  Taylor  v.  Beverley  (h); 

Wordsworth 

eav.  421.  (e)  6  DeCSf  Sm.  758. 

eav.  46.  (/)  15  Beav,  357. 

m.  287.  (g)  3  De  G.,  M,  4-  G.  18 

eav.  60.  (A)  1  Coliyer,  108. 

A  a2 
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Wordsworth   v.  Wood  (a) ;    Galland    v.   Leonard  (6]^ 
Hoghton  V.  Whitgreave  (c)  ;  Cripps  v.  Wolcott  (d). 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  TTare,  for  the  legal  personal 
presentatives  of  the  testator. 


Mr.  R,   Palmer^  in  reply,  referred   to  Hervey 
M'Laughlin  {e) ;  Woodstock  v.  ShiUito  (/). 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  determined,  in  the  case  of  Ive  v.  King  (g),  thi^^  ^^ 
distinction  existed   between   a  substitutional  gift  sl    ^^r 
a  bequest  to  persons  as  a  class,  and  one  following  ^^  a 
gift  to  a  named  and  specified  individual.     In  the  for  wjcter 
case,  the  class  of  persons  cannot  take  by  substitul-ion 
unless  the  parent  could  have  taken,  but  in  the  latter 
case,  that  is,  where  it  is  given  to  a  particular  legat^c^ 
the  substituted  legatee  is  introduced  into  the  will    in 
order  to  prevent  a  lapse.     I  accordingly,  in  that  cas-** 
held,  where  the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator  had  be^^^ 
given  to  the  wife  of  the  testator  for  life,  and  afterwai*^^ 
equally  amongst  five  named  and  specified  persons,  wi^^^^ 
a  direction  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  one  of  tho^^^ 
persons,  the  share  was  to  go  to  his  or  her  respectiv 
children,  that  the  fact  of  the  death  of  one  of  thes ' 
persons  before  the  death  of  the  testator  did  not  pre?en  ^\\ 
the  children  of  that  person   from  taking  the  legacy^^^^ 
although  such  child,  who  survived  the  testator,  dieift^^ 
before  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life. 


(a)  4  Mi/l.  Sf  Cr.  646;  1  H. 
L.  Cas,  lol. 

(b)  1  Sw.  161. 

(c)  1  Jac,^  ]{'.  146. 


{d)  4  Madd.  11. 

(e)  1  Price,  264. 

(f)  6  Sim,  416. 

(g)  16  Beav.  46. 


It 
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St  is  contended^  that  the  case  of  Ive  v.  King  does  not        1866. 

f^-y^ly  to  the  present  will,  first,  on  account  of  the  effect  to 

^ven  to  the  word  "  living,"  which,  it  is  contended,  has 

#^rence  solely  to  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  lire ;  atid 

€>ndly,  on  the  ground,  that  the  period  of  distribution 

ocft  YYfSt  be  the  period  for  ascertaining  the  class,  according 

tjo    't:he  suggestion  which  I  made  in  the  case  of  Edwards 

v^-    .JEdwards  (a).     I  am,  however,  of  opinion,  that  this 

ar^nment  fails  in  the  present  case.    I  have  re-considered 

TOy  decision  in  the  case  of  Ive  v.  King^  and  I  concur  in 

the  distinction  which  I  then  took  with  respect  to  the 

aabstituted  gifts.     It  follows  from  this,  that  the  death 

of  Mrs.  MorviUe  during  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  will 

^^t  prevent  her  daughter  from  taking  her  share,  unless 

the  word  "  living"  has  that  effect. 

It  still  remains  to  be  considered,  at  what  time  the 
class  of  children  of  Mrs.  Morville  is  to  be  ascertained, 
and  whether  the  surviving  the  widow  is  not  made  a 
condition  precedent  to  taking  the  bequest  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  class  is  to  be  ascertained,  not  at  the 
death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  but  at  the  death  of  the 
P^i'ent,  subject  always  to  this, — that  as  the  testator 
survived  the  particular  legatee,  the  class  of  children 
cannot  be  ascertained  until  the  death  of  the  testator. 
^is  principle  is  determined,  in  ray  opinion,  by  the 
^^thorities  to  which  I  was  referred.  In  the  case  of  a 
P^J^ticular  legatee,  his  children  who  are  to  take  must  be 
^acertained  at  his  death,  provided  the  particular  legatee 
"^a  survived  the  testator;  if  not,  they  will  be  ascertained 
^^  the  death  of  the  testator.  This  was  the  principle 
*^id  down  in  the  case  of  Lyon  v.  Coward  (ft),  which 
^^s  to  this  effect: — there  the  testator  gave  his  re- 
^^^uary  estate  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  her  life,  and  after 

her 
(a)  15  Beav.  357.  (6)  15  Sim,  287. 
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V, 
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the 
nof 
the 
as 


^^ 


her  death  it  was  to  be  sold  and  converted,  and. 
moneys  arising  from  it  divided  amongst  the  childi 
five  persons  who  might  be  living  at  the  time  of* 
decease  of  his  wife,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  theoa 
might  then  be  dead,  in  equal  shares  and  proporti' 
It  is  clear  that,  if  it  had  to  be  divided  amongst 
children  of  his  five  sisters  who  were  alive  at  the  death  ^^ 

his  wife,  the  case  of  Leake  v.  Robinson  (a)  would  ba^^    j^^ 
applied,  and  it  qould  only  have  been  given  to  the  persoD^^^^^ 
who  then  survived;  but  he  went  on  to  say,  "and  th^  % 

issue  of  such  of  them  as  might  be  then  dead,  in  equai--^- 
shares."  One  of  those  daughters  had  died  during  the  ^  ^^ 
lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  leaving  children,  and  one  ^*^^ 
of  those  children  so  left  died  before  the  tenant  for  life.  -^* 
The  Vice-Chancellor  held,  that  the  class  was  ascertained  4>^ 
.  upon  the  death  of  the  particular  legatee,  and,  accordingly,  ^'^A 
that  that  child  took  a  vested  interest. 


The  same  principle  is  also  laid  down  in  the  case  of^o     ( 
Barker  v.  Barker  (J).     There  the  testator  gave  a  sum^ix^^  mji 
of  money  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  the  interest  too^     U 
his  daughter  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  to  divide  fc»  Idt 
the  principal  between  all  and  every  the  children  of  his?  i  ^  his 
daughter  who  should  be  living  at  her  decease,  and  lh»  mtW  he 
lawful  issue  of  such  of  them  as  should  be  then  deadEz^  ^d, 
leaving  issue,  so  that  the  issue  of  such  child  so  dyin*  ^rzig 
should  take   the  share  which  the  parent  would   ha^   'i^'ie 
taken  if  living,  and  so  that  such  issue  of  each  child  r  ^    -o 
dying  should  take  equally  share  and  share  alike.     Odki^  Je 
of  the  children  of  the  tenant  for  life  died  in  her  lifetime-     e, 
leaving  children,  and  one  of  those  children  died  durin^^S 
the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life.     That  child  was  he^^H  ^ 
to  have  attained  a  vested  interest. 


It 


(a)  2  Mer,  3G3. 


(b)  5  De  G,i  Sm,  753. 
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It  is  therefore,  m  my  opinion,  clear,  that,  except  for 
the  eflfect  of  the  word  "  living,"  the  child  of  Mrs.  Mor- 
ffUk,  who  survived  the  testator,  acquired  a  vested  .inte- 
rest in  this  estate,  though  she  predeceased  the  tenant 
Tor  life. 

It  then  remains  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  word 
'living,"  and  whether  that  varies  the  case.  In  my 
)pinion  it  does  not.  If  it  could  be  read  as  a  condition 
iiat  the  legatee  was  not  to  take  unless  he  survived  the 
tenant  for  life,  of  course  the  intention  of  the  testator  so 
expressed  must  have  that  effect,  but  that,  in  my  opinion, 
IS  not  the  effect.  The  word  refers  to  the  last  antecedent, 
nrhich  is  the  death  of  Mrs.  MorvilU.  1  read  the  words 
igaiu  to  shew  that  this  is  clear.  ''The  other  half 
^f  my  property  in  the  3/.  per  cent.  Consols  shall,  after 
my  wife's  decease,  become  the  property  of  my  cousin 
Mrs.  Morville,  of  Wakefield  in  Yorkshire,  or  in  case  of 
her  decease"  (that  is,  the  decease  of  Mrs.  Morville), 
then  "  I  do  direct  that  it  shall  be  equally  divided  between 
her  children  living."  Living  when  ?  Living  at  the  de- 
cease of  Mrs.  Morville,  which  is  the  last  antecedent  to 
which  it  applies.  It  is  not  provided  that  such  children 
shall  survive  his  wife,  nor  is  it  a  gift  "  to  such  as  shall 
be  living  at  the  decease  of  my  wife,"  but  it  is  to  those 
irbo  shall  be  living  at  the  decease  of  Mrs.  Morville.  It 
8  simply  the  expression  of  that,  which,  according  to  the 
eported  cases,  would  have  been  held  to  be  the  rule,  in 
ase  the  testator  himself  had  not  expressed  it. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  Mrs.  Burrell  took  a 
ested  interest,  and  that  her  legal  personal  representa- 
^e  is  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  fund,  and  I  shall  order 
ccordingly. 


Devi&e  to  tlie 
u$e  of  luch  of 
the  childfeu  u| 
^.  Ratid 
tbelr  heiri 
**  for  meh 
efttate%"  and 
In  such  man- 
ner And  fot-m 
as  A.  B 

sllOUfd  Afl- 

point.     lield, 
upoD  tlia  con- 
text, to  au- 
thor! ase  an  ttp- 
pointmE^nt  to  a 
grandchild. 

A  povrer  to 
appoint  an  es- 
tate authori;eeJi 
an  appoint-^ 
taeiii  to  trus- 
tees to  Bell  and 
divide  the  pro- 
duce between 
the  objects. 


FOWLER  V,  COHN. 

TN   1788,  the  testator  ^oAw  Fowler  de?ised  a  fan 
partly  freehold  and  partly  copyhold,  to  three  Lri 
tees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  his  son  Charles  ^^Qr 
life,  **with  remainder  to  the  use  of  all  and  every,       ^^ 
such  one  or  more  of  the  children  of  bis  said  son,  whetJ»    '^ 
born  in  his  (the  said  testator's)  lifetime  or  after  his  cf     ^^ 
cease,  and  their,  his  or  her  heirs^  for  such  estate  at^^ 
estates,  by  such    parts  and  proportions,  and  in  suc^=^^ 
manner  and  form,  as  his  said  son  by  deed  should  af^^^^ 
point ;  and  in  default  of  such  appointment,  &C*,  to  th*-         _ 
use  of  all  the  children  of  his  son  C/tarles^  and  the  severa.-^^^ 
and  respective  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  all  and  every  suct^^^ 
children/'     There  was  a  clause  of  survivorship  in  cast^^ 
any  such  children  should  happen  to  die  without  issue  ot  ^^^^^ 
their  bodies,  with  divers  remainders  over. 

Charles,  the  testator's  son,  by  bis  will  dated  in  1842, 
directed  the  farm  to  be  sold  after  the  death  of  his  wife 
(who  was  entitled  to  a  life  interest  therein),  and  the  netl 
proceeds  thereof  to  be  divided  into  fourteen  equal  partSu 
which  he  devised  as  follows  : — **  To  my  son  John  Roge 
Gresley,  to  my  daughters  Martha  Gresley  and  LanMrn^-^  ^ 
Aibinuy  and  to  my  granddaughter  Eliza  Sarah  Laoinia^'^^^ — 
three-fourteenth  parts  each ;  and  to  my  daughter  th^^  "^^ 
said  Louisa  Maria  two-fourteenth  parts,  and  to  tbei^  ^ 
heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns  respectively.'  "^^  -"^ 


The  granddaughter  was  the  only  child  of  a  deceased^' 
son. 


Charh 
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Charles  Fowler  died  in  November,  1863,  and  Martha,        1856. 
8  widow,  in  February,  1844, 

Questions  having  arisen  as  to  whether  the  direction 
r  Charks  to  sell  the  farm  was  a  proper  exercise  of  the 
iwer  given  by  John,  as  to  whether  the  appointment  of 
ree-iburteenths  of  the  proceeds  to  Eliza  Sarah  Lamnia 
ow  Mrs.  Cohn)  was  valid,  and  whether  the  legal  estate 
the  farm  was  to  any  extent  appointed  by  the  will  of 
harles,  this  bill  was  filed  by  Martha  Gresley  Fowler, 
le  of  the  daughters  of  Charles,  to  determine  these  ques- 
>n8  and  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

Mr.  Surrage  (in  the  absence  of  Mr.  R.  Palmer),  for 
le  Plaintiff.    The  appointment  to  a  grandchild,  under 

power  to  appoint  to  children,  is  invalid  (a).  The 
3wer  authorizes  an  appointment  to  the  children  and 
\eir  heirs;  the  latter  words  are  the  ordinary  terms  of  a 
nitation  in  fee,  and  they  merely  authorize  an  appoint- 
ent  to  the  children  in  fee  or  for  any  less  estate.  The 
>pointment  by  Charles  Fowler,  so  far  as  it  was  made 
I  favour  of  children,  was  valid  ;  but  so  far  as  regards 
randchildren,  who  are  not  objects  of  the  power,  is  in<- 
atlid ;  consequently  the  three-fourteenths  appointed  to 
Irs.  Cohn  are  unappointed,  and  go  as  in  default  of  ap- 
ointment  Secondly.  The  direction  to  sell  the  estate 
nd  divide  the  produce  was  perfectly  valid,  for  a  power 
3  appoint  an  estate  "  authorizes,  in  equity,  a  sale  and  a 
;ift  of  the  produce  of  the  estate;"  Crozier  v.  Crozierijb). 
n  Trolhpe  v.  Linton  (c),  it  was  held  by  Sir  John  Leach, 
'  that  creating  a  term  of  five  hundred  years  in  trustees 
was  a  good  legal  exercise  of  a  power  to  appoint,  for 
mch  estate  or  estates,  in  such  parts,  shares  and  propor- 
tions, 

(a)  2  5i/g.  Potr.  272  (6th  ed.)  (c)  1  Sim.  ^  Si.  485. 

(6)  3  Dru.  ^  War.  371. 


FoWtEll 


ttonS)  and  in  such  manner  and  form  as  the  uppoit^ 
§boii]d  think  fit;  and  that  the  wordt  *  manner  e=i 
form'  enabled  him  to  give  equitable  estates  to 
children."  Here  the  words*  "manner  and  form"  enaW  . 
the  testator  Charles  to  give  equitable  estates  and  irm 
rests*  At  elII  tsvents,  if  a  sale  is  not  authorized,  tl»< 
ought  to  be  a  partition. 

Mr,  Hoaref  for  a  Trustee.     A  power  of  appoint! 
real  estate  is  well  executed  by  a  devise  to  trustees 
sell,  and  i.in  appointment  of  the  money  produced  by  i\iw 
sale;   Kenworthy  v,  Battia)^  which  case  was  appro?e{|t^-^ 
of  by  Lord  CoHenham  \n  Thornton  v.  Bright  (h). 

Mr-  Greene f  in  the  same  interest.  First^  if  the  worda 
were  used  in  the  gift  of  an  estate,  and  not  in  a  power^ 
there  could  he  no  doubt  of  their  giving  a  fee,  Secondlv, 
the  direction  to  sell  is  valid,  but  it  cannot  be  carried 
into  execution  against  the  will  of  the  parties  bene- 
ficially interested,  and  a  partition  should  be  directed; 
Hohson  V*  Sherwood (c)^  [TAe  Master  of  the  T^ni !  >a, 
In  Trevor  v.  Trevor  {d\  a  gifl  of  an  estate,  to  be  settled 
on  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  male, 
was  held  to  be  a  life  estate  to  A.^  with  a  remainder  in 
tail  male  to  his  sons  and  daughters ;  if  the  construction 
of  this  will  requires  it,  the  same  course  may  be  fol- 
lowed.] 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Begbie,  for  the  granddaughter, 
argued  that  the  power  authorized  an  appointment  to  a 
grandchild,  and  that  the  word  '^  issue"  might  be  read 
"  descendants." 

Mr.  Surrage,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


nis 
ed 


(a)  6  Vet.  793. 

(6)  2  MyL  Sf  Cr.  254. 

(c)  4  Beav.  184. 


Th£ 

(d)  13  Sun.  108;  1  H.L.Cas. 
239. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

The  Mabteb  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether  under  the  will  of  the  ori- 
nal  testator,  John  Fowler ^  the  power  given  by  him  to 
^ISharles  Fowler  to  appoint  the  estate  made  grand- 
children objects  of  the  power. 

It  is  to   be  observed,   it  entirely  turns   upon   the 
sneaning  of  the  word  ''  heirs/'  whether  it  is  a  desiffnatio 
^^fer sonar um,  or  a  mere  limitation  of  the  estate  which  they 
^re  to  take. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  the  ordinary  meaning 
^f  the  word  "  heirs,"  is  merely  a  limitation  of  the  estate, 
^ufd  that  it  must  be  employed  in  a  peculiar  and  distinct 
signification  in  order  to  give  it  a  different  construction. 
However,  it  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  the  numerous 
instances  which  arise  under  executory  documents,  to 
see  that  the  word  ''  heir"  is  frequently  used  as  a  de- 
tignatio  personarum. 

I  referred  yesterday  to  the  case  of  Trevor  v.  Trevor, 
in  which  Lord  Hampden  made  a  will,  and  directed  his 
estate  to  be  settled  on  Mr.  Trevor  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  issue  in  tail  male ;  and  it  was  held,  that 
''issue"  meant  his  children,  and  that  being  synonymous 
with  children,  it  included  daughters.  There  are  many 
instances  which  are  familiar  to  the  Bar  of  cases  where 
the  word  ''heir"  is  necessarily  used  as  a  mere  desig* 
natio  per8on€B,  and  not  a  limitation  of  the  estate. 

In  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  is  designatio 
personarum^  and  not  a  limitation  of  the  estate,  and  I 
come  to  that  conclusion  for  this  reason : — in  examining 
the  clause,  you  must  ascertain  who  are  the  objects  of 
the  power,  and  what  they  are  to  take.  They  are  to 
take  such  estate  and  estates,  in  such  parts  and  pro- 
portions. 


March  7. 
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1866.        portions,  and   in   such  manner  and   form  as  his  soiC^^ 
shall   by  deed  or  will  appoint.      The   objects  of  the^ 
power  are  clearly  the  children ;  and  then  the  will  goes  se 
on  to  say,  "  and  their,  his  or  her  heirs/'     If  the  word    1 
"heirs"  is  there  used  as   a   limitation   of  the   estate    < 
which  children  are  to  take,  it  would  be  inconsistent    « 
to  say,  that  they  should  take  it  for  such  estate  as    \ 
Charles  shall  appoint,  because  if  he  is  only  to  give  it  to 
the  children  and  their  heirs,  meaning  thereby  that  they 
are  to  take  it  in  fee,  he  cannot  have  the  power  afterwards 
'to  limit  what  estate  they  are  to  take,  but  only  what  parts, , 
shares  or  proportions  they  should  take.    I  am  of  opinion,, 
that  the  word  "  heirs"  must  have  been  used  to  expre 
the  persons  who  are  the  objects  of  the  power,  and  not=, 
the  interests  which  they  are  to  take;  and  that  the  ob-         '^'^ 
jects  of  the  power  are  the  children  of  the  son  and  the 
heirs  of  the  children  of  the  son. 

Then  comes  the  question,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the 
word  ''  heirs,"  and  that,  in  a  great  measure,  is  made  clear 
by  the  rest  of  the  will,  which  directs  how  this  property  is 
to  go  in  default  of  appointment,  for,  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment it  is  to  go,  not  merely  to  the  children,  but  to 
the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  children,  and  in  default  of 
appointment,  he  uses  the  words  "  heirs"  and  "  issue" 
of  the  children  indiscriminately.  I  am,  therefore,  of 
opinion,  that  he  uses  the  word  '^  heirs"  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  the  earlier  part,  and  that  the  word  *'  heirs" 
means  "  issue,**  and,  accordingly,  that  the  objects  of  the 
power  are  the  children  and  the  issue  of  the  children, 
and  that  they  are  to  take,  '^  for  such  estate  and  estates, 
in  such  parts  and  proportions,  and  in  such  manner  and 
form"  as  his  said  son  Charles^  by  deed  or  writing  exe- 
cuted as  therein  mentioned  should  direct,  and  as  he  has 
appointed  three-fourteenths  to  the  granddaughter,  the 
consequence  is,  that  she  is  entitled  to  take  that  iK>rtion. 

As 
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As  to  the  proposition^  that  a  power  to  divide  an  estate  1866. 
Sfcuthorized  a  decree  to  sell  and  divide  the  produce;  I 
C^nd  it  quite  settled  by  the  authorities,  tliat  a  general 
^Dower  of  disposition  of  the  whole  property  includes  the 
power  of  sale,  and,  consequently,  the  power  of  sale  is 
incidental  to  the  power  of  disposition  of  the  property 
mn  such  manner  and  form,  although  the  original  will 
«loes  not  expressly  include  a  direct  power  of  sale.  I 
^^pvill  make  a  declaration  upon  these  two  points,  and 
decree  accordingly. 


T 


ROBINSON  V.  KITCHIN. 

Jan,  15. 
HE  Defendants,  Kitchin  and  Greffson,  carrying  on  a  man  wbo 
business  in   co-partnership   as  stock  and  share  J^[^  the** 
brokers,  were  employed   by  the   Plaintiff  from  June,  world  as  a 
1860,  down  to  December,  1852,  as  his  brokers  in  buying  JhCTS)y'i^-  ' 

and  selling  shares  and  bonds  in  British,  Colonial  and  pHedW  asserta 
P      .  .,  J       .   .  .  J   ...        that  he  has 

foreign  railway  and  mming  companies,  and  in  buying  taken  the  steps 

and  sellincr  the  stocks  of  foreign  countries.     In  the  "^^^f!?*?^.  ^  ,- 
®  ^  ^        ^  qualify  himself 

course  of  such  dealings  and  transactions,  certain  sums  to  act  as  such, 

of  money  were  paid  to  or  retained  by  them  in  respect  of  ^n/to  rive 

commission,  continuation  and  brokerage.     Kitchin  was  discovery,  to 

the  partner  under  whose  direction  and  advice  the  Plain-  ploying  him  as 

tiff  principally  acted.  *  broker,  re- 

■  r      ^  specting  his 

dealings  and 

The  Plaintiff  alleged,  that  he  had  lately  discovered,  ^^^^^^^^^^ 
that  the  Defendants,  during  the  period  they  were  so  he  may  there- 
employed  by  him  as  his  brokers,  acted  as  jobbers  as  hfrnwlflto  pe- 

well  as  brokers;  and  that  in  many  cases,  they  were  the  c«niary penal- 

,  Ues,  payable 

sellers,  to  the  city  of 
Londony  for 
acting  at  a  broker  witliout  payment  of  the  fees  imposed  by  the  57  Geo,  3,  c  Ix. 


1856. 


[  EoDfMSON 
J  tJ. 

i  KlTCHIH. 


sellers!,  and  acted  as  principals,  though  professing  to  ac 
as  brokers,  and  that  they  had  entered  mto  no  bargalr 
for  the  purchase  or  sale  of  sharesj  &c,  on  his  behalF^ 

except  through  their  own  bookft,  and  that  they  had  ficti 

tioufily  used  the  name^  of  other  persons  to  deceive  ancS. 
cheat  the  Plaintiff*    That,  in  mnny  instances,  they  hac^ 
advised  the  Plaintiff  to  dose  particular  transactions,  and 
iieverthelcFs,  had  continued  the  same  themselves,  anci 
made  considerable  profit  thereby ;  that,  in  transactions 
which  they  had  advised  him  to  keep  open,  they  charged 
him  with  continuation  money,  besides  appropriating  the 
gain  on  a  fati  or  rise  in  the  market ;  and  that  they  had 
thereby  defrauded  the  Plaintiff. 


The  PI  at  ti  tiff  by  his  bill  prayed  an  account. 


The  Defendants,  severally,  declined  to  answer  the 
interrogatories  as  to  the  dealings  and  transactions  be- 
tween them  and  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  the 
<liscovery  of  all  or  any  of  the  miitters  declined  to  be 
answered  would  tend  to  subject  them,  respectively,  to 
the  penalties  imposed  by  "The  Act  for  granting  an 
Equivalent  for  the  Diminution  of  the  Profits  of  the  Office 
of  Ganger  of  the  City  of  London^  and  increasing  the 
Payments  to  be  made  by  Brokers"  (67  Geo,  3,  c.  Ix). 
This  Act(s.  1)  enacted,  that  all  persons  admitted  to  act 
as  brokers,  within  the  c\ty  of  London  and  liberties  thereof, 
by  the  Court  of  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  the  said  city,  in 
pursuance  of  stat.  6  Ann.  c.  16,  should,  upon  their  ad- 
mission, over  and  above  the  sum  of  40*.,  by  the  last- 
mentioned  Act  required  to  be  paid,  pay  to  the  Chamber- 
lain of  the  said  city  the  sum  of  3/.,  and  should  also,  yearly, 
pay  to  the  chamberlain,  over  and  above  the  yearly  sum 
of  40*.,  required  by  the  same  Act  to  be  paid,  the  sum 
of  3/.  By  s.  2,  it  was  enacted,  that  if  any  person 
should  take  upon  him  to  act  as  a  broker  or  employ  any 

person 


Robinson 

V. 
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f>^i~son  under  him  to  act  as  such  (not  being  admitted,  in 
]3VErsijance  of  the  said  recited  Act)  every  such  person,  so 
ofiFei::!  dingy  should  forfeit  and  pay  to  the  use  of  the  Mayor 
cfcic^cl    commonalty  and  citizens  of  the  said  city,  for  every      Kitchin 
sixc^h  offence,  the  sum  of  100/.,  to  be  recovered,  &c. 

'A'te  Plaintiff  took  exceptions  to  the  answers,  and  he 
S^^^^  notice  of  motion  for  production  of  documents.  The 
escc^^ptions  and  motion  came  on  to  be  heard  together. 

AAr.  It.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Rudall,  in  support  of  the 
e^cc^^ptions  and  motion. 

nPliis  is  an  attempt  to  misapply  the  principle,  which 

P»"ot«cts  a  Defendant  from  a  discovery  of  that  which 

'•^om:*  Id  expose  him  to  penalties.    The  Defendants  refuse 

^11   <1  iscovery,  alleging,  simply,  that  it  would  render  them 

'■^►t>l  e  to  penalties ;  they  do  not  say  they  are  not  sworn 

'^■'^^W.ers,  but  simply  set  up  the  statute  as  a  protection 

^S^^inst  discovery.     Being  a  private  Act,  however,  it 

"^^^^^^Id  be  strange  if  it  imposed  anything  in  the  nature 

^*      T^enalties,  inasmuch  as  penalties  are  imposed  in  re- 

^I^^^^t  of  acts  of  a  public  nature,  and  in  their  nature 

^"^^^  ^^prohibita.    This  is  a  mere  money  question  between 

^^    brokers  and  the  city  of  London  and  nothing  more,  and 

^^^*^^y  reading  the  Act  can  say,  that  it  constitutes  any 

''^^^  ^^im  prohibitum.    The  increase  of  the  penalties  is  the 

"^^*"t  icular  mode  of  compensating  the  city  for  the  loss  of 

^^    ^'ight  of  gauging  in  the  tuondon  Docks ;  and  it  would 

^  ^      ^  ?ery  singular  case,  if  the  statute  rendered  a  thing 

^  ^H*l>  for  which  it  provides  a  mere  money  payment  as 

^   Compensation  or  as  the  mode  of  enforcing  payment 

^^     a  fee  payable   by  persons   practising   as   brokers, 

^^€«i  V.  Weaver  (a)  was   the  case   of  a  woolbroker, 

the 
(a)  1  Sim,  404. 
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the  bin  alleged  much  the  same  case  as  the  present,  < 
and  the  Defendant  insisted  on  protection,  on  the  ground 
of  his  being  subject  to  penalties  under  the  6  Ann.  c.  16; 
but  the  Vice-Chancellor  held,  that  the  privilege  could 
not  be  supported.     No  subsequent  case  affects  that 
decision,   nor    is    such    a    defence    available,    except 
where  the  public  law  of  the  land  steps  in   and  de- 
clares the  act  to  be  illegal ;  the  Court  will  then  pay 
regard  to  that  circumstance;   but  here  the  object  is 
not  to  make  an  act  illegal,  but  to  raise  money  for  the 
.benefit  of  the  city  of  London.    They  cited  The  King  of 
the  Two  Sicilies  v.  WiUcox{a);  Johnson  y.  Hudson  {h); 
Smith  V.  Matchood  {c) ;    Fisher  v.   Price  (d);   Mitf^ 
Plead,  (e). 


Mr.  FolUtt  and  Mr.  Martindale,  for  Kitchin.  In 
the  first  place  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  the  second 
section  of  the  67  Geo.  3,  c.  60,  it  is  recited,  that  by  6 
Ann.  c.  16,  it  was  enacted,  *'  that  if  any  person  should 
take  upon  him  to  act  as  a  broker,  not  being  admitted  as 
aforesaid,  every  such  person  so  offending  should  forfeit 
and  pay  the  sum  therein  mentioned."  That,  however, 
is  repealed  by  the  second  section  of  the  57  Geo.  3,  c. 
Ix.,  which  enacts,  that  every  person  so  offending  shall 
forfeit  and  pay  to  the  city  for  every  such  offence^  the 
sum  of  100/.,  recoverable,"  &c.  So  that  the  question  is 
not  one  merely  of  money,  but  has  a  much  wider  scope, 
for  it  treats  the  act  as  an  "  offence."  The  Act  of  Par- 
liament has  two  objects,  first,  to  put  the  brokers,  who 
pursue  their  calling  in  the  city,  under  the  control  of  the 
court  of  the  Mayor  and  aldermen ;    and,  secondly,  to 

impose 


(a)  ISim.  (JV.  5.)329,  330. 
(6)  11  East,  180. 
(c)  14  M.  4-  \V.  452. 


(</)  11   Beav,  194. 

(f)  Page  195  (4lh  ed.) 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  369 

e  penalties  on  such  as  act,  without  admission  1856, 
ayment  of  the  sums  prescribed ;  that  is,  it  is  "  an 
e"  to  act  as  broker  without  complying  with  the 
"ements  of  the  act,  and  a  penalty  is  fixed  ''for 
such  offence."  So  by  the  7  Geo.  2,  c.  8,  s.  8 
Stock  Jobbing  Act),  time  bargains  are  made  an 
se  by  imposing  a  penalty  on  such  as  make  them, 
difficult  to  escape  the  case  of  Chreen  v.  Weaver^ 
applies  to  this  case,  but  it  is  not  consistent  with 
quent  decisions,  as,  for  instance.  Short  v.  Mer^ 
a).  It  is  not  the  illegality  of  the  act  but  the 
ty  which  forms  the  ground  of  protection.  They 
Robinson  v.  Lamond  (Jb) ;  Fisher  v.  Ronalds  (c). 

'.  Roupell,  for  Crregson.  None  of  the  authorities 
Dwn  the  principle,  that  a  criminal  penalty  alone, 
lot  a  money  penalty,  will  protect  a  Defendant  from 
;  discovery.  The  distinction  is  taken  in  Green  v. 
)er(d),  between  criminal  matters  and  money  pe- 
ls ;  but  Paxton  v.  Douglas  (e)  shews  that  the 
iple  of  the  decision  in  Cheen  v.  Weaver  is  not 
1 ;  Williams  v.  Trye  (/).  Nobody  can  contract 
*lf  out  of  the  privilege  of  protection,  or  by  agree- 
deprive  himself  of  the  benefit  of  it;  Lee  v. 
'(9)- 

\  jR.  Palmer  was  not  called  on  for  a  reply. 

\e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

think  in  this  case,  that  there  is  no  protection,  and 
the  Defendants  are  bound  to  answer  and  produce 

the 


2  Df  G.  4-  Sm,  635 ;  3  (d)  1  Sim,  404. 

4r  Gor,  205.  (e)  19  Te*.  225;  16  Va.  239. 

15  Jur.  240.  C/)  18  Beav.  366. 

12  C.  B.  762.  (g)  5  Bfflr.  381. 
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the  documents  in  question.     In  my  opinion,  Or^^^^ 
V.  Weaoer  is  not  only  perfectly  good  law,  but   it 
quite  reconcileable  with  Short  v.  Mercier  (a),  and  tt^^      , 
whole  of  that  class  of  cases;  but  I  am  not  sure  whether 
should  put  the  case  on  an  implied  contract,  as  was  doop  ^^^^^ 
by  Sir  Anthony  Hart  (i).    In  the  first  place,  I  thinli^  ^^  * 
the  dictum  of  Lord  LangdaU^  in  Lee  v.  Read(c),  that  i^  ^ 

man  could  not,  on  due  consideration,  contract  that  he 
would  not  avail  himself  of  his  legal  privilege  to  protect  - 
himself  from  discovery,  could  not  have  been  intended  tcz^^:C=- 
apply  to  such  cases  as  the  present.  I  think  that  b^ 
person  may  contract  not  to  avail  himself  of  any  privi —  f'S 
lege  which  the  law  gives  him.  Undoubtedly,  it  is  nrar^M^  i 
ordinary  case  to  contract,  as  t6  a  particular  matter-iB'  -  '^ 
with  this  reservation: — ''any  rule  of  law  or  equity t».^^bu 
the  contrary  notwithstanding."  It  is  merely  stating  .^^b- g 
this  maxim  —  Modus  et  conventio  vincunt  legem.  I  1  Q 
fact,  persons  may  contract  to  waive  any  privil^e  whic  — h 
by  law  they  are  entitled  to. 

I  do  not  mean  to  express  any  opinion  on  the  Sto 

Jobbing  Act,  or  what  would  be  the  effect  of  person 

contracting  between  themselves  not  to  avail  themselva 

of  the  privilege  to  avoid  any  disclosure,  but  it  would  ^^fc^e 

a  new  thing  to  me,  if,  after  such  a  contract,  this  Coi^^  ^^ 

should  allow  such  persons  to  avail  themselves  of  a^cr»  J 

such   privile[z;e.      Certainly,    the   cases   of  Paxton  "*^- 

Douglas  {d) J  and  The  East  India  Company  y,Neave{  ^^^> 

and  the  statement  of  Lord  Redesdale  in  his  treatise  {^      5' 

establish,  that  a  person  may  contract  not  to  avail  hi^t^^f^" 

self  of  his   privilege.     But  that  is   distinct  from  t^*^* 

case  of  Short  v.  Mercier (g),  which    was   this: — t^^^^^^ 

person  '*^^ 

(a)  2   De   O.  4  Sm,  635;  5  {d)lG  Fei.  239andl9  r«.25  ^^-^• 

Mac.  4-  Gor.  205.  (e)  5  Ves.  173.                                   . 

(6)   1  Sim,  404.  (/)  Page   193,   4th  ed.,  i^^'*^^ 

(f)  5  Bear.  585.     Lord  Lang-  see  Beames  on  Pleas,  262.                     i 

dale  refers  to  "a  criminal  charge y"  (g)  2  De  G.  Sf  Sm,  635   ^^  "^^ 

and  not  to  a  pecuniary  penalty.  3  Mac.  4*  Gor,  205. 
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sons  entered  into  an  arrangement  which  they  knew  1856. 
(  prohibited  by  law,  and,  thereupon,  when  one  came 
isk  for  an  account  of  that  transaction,  the  other  said, 
will  not  make  myself  liable  to  any  penalty  re- 
acting it  You  were  perfectly  aware  that  it  was  one 
Uie  conditions  entered  into  between  us,  that  I  should 
-  be  bound  to  make  any  disclosures.  The  law  says 
Lt  I  am  liable  to  penalties,  and,  as  a  necessary  con-» 
[Uence,  I  am  not  bound  to  say  anything  relating  to 
That  case  is  extremely  different  from  that  of  a 
!^on  who  is  ostensibly  carrying  on  the  business  of  a 
>iii  broker  in  the  city  of  London.  Not  only  is  there 
laing  illegal  in  that  business,  but  it  is  a  perfectly 
lest  profession,  which  every  man  is  at  liberty  to 
ry  on,  and  a  man  who  professes  to  act  in  that 
•ncter,  does  not  so  much  enter  into  a  contract  as 
itively  asserts,  that  he  is  properly  qualified  by  law 
I  18  enabled  to  perform  all  the  acts  and  duties  re- 
tted of  him  in  that  particular  character.  So,  if  a 
Bon  undertakes  to  deal  in  spirits  or  tobacco,  or  the 
^j  he  impliedly  asserts,  that  he  is  duly  qualified,  and 
^  he  has  taken  out  a  licence  to  enable  him  to  trade  in 
1  particular  article.  I  treat  the  matter  in  thia  light  :-r 
tloBe  cases  which  I  have  so  often  had  to  deal  with, 
^hich  the  Court  compels  a  man  to  make  good  his 
itive  and  his  implied  assertions.  The  enforcement  of 
til  is  the  foundation  of  the  whole  equity,  and  the  man 
o  asserts  a  thing,  either  by  his  actions  or  by  express 
rds,  shall  never  afterwards  be  allowed  to  contradict 
^t  he  has  so  asserted.  In  this  case,  the  Defendant 
^liedly  asserted,  that  he  was  authorized  to  act  as  a 
>m  broker,  and  a  person  who  holds  himself  out  as  a 
^l^er  impliedly  asserts,  that  he  has  done  all  that  is 
-cssary  to  enable  him  to  act  properly  and  effectually 
8Qch ;  for  otherwise  no  person  would  employ  him. 
ving  so  asserted,  it  is  not  open  to  him  to  say, 
B  B  2  ''I  made 
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^  I  Tuade  you  believe  it^  though  such  is  Dot  the  (kc^ 
I  have  not  done  that  which  I  ought  to  have  doDOi 
I  have  made  myself  liable  to  penalties,  the  result  ol 
which  ig,  that  you  cannot  obtain  from  me  any  iik 
formation  as  to  the  transaction  in  which  I  have  bed 
employed  by  yon/'  In  my  opinion,  that  is  not  the  Iwi 
of  this  Court,  nor  the  kw  of  the  land,  A  persql 
holding  himself  out  and  acting  as  a  broker^  asserts  th^ 
he  is  duly  qnalitied  so  to  act,  8tr  Anthony  Hart  pvA 
it  in  the  nature  of  an  implied  contract:  I  do  not  quam 
with  that  expression,  but  I  would  rather  pnt  it  on  th| 
ground  that  I  have  myself  stated^  although  possib^ 
the  distinction  is  merely  verbal,  w'  | 


But  observe  how  different  is  a  stock  jobbing  tranq 
action^  in  which  both  parties  know  that  it  is  illcgaL  Q 
Short  V.  Mercier  and  Rohinson  v,  Lamond  the  partia 
perfectly  well  knew  that  the  transaction  was  an  unlaw f4 
transaction,  and  that  penalties  must  necessarily  be  iiri 
curred,  and  that  neither  party  could  obtain  discovery. 

I  approve  of  the  cases  of  Green  v.  Weaver  and  Shos 
V.  MercieXy  both  of  which  lead  to  this  conclusion^  tti 
the   Defendant  is  bound  to  give  the  information  r 
quired  (a). 

(a)  See  Sidney  Smith's  Pr.  of  Eq.  37—41. 


Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  February  18,  1856^ 
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WINDUS  V.  WINDUS. 

Feb.  29. 
'l^HE  testator  had  freehold^  copyholds,  leaseholds  and  In  a  will,  the 

personal  estate  of  his  own,  and,  besides  these,  it  ^^tute  A.  and" 
was  admitted,  that  under  his  marriage  settlement,  he  ^-  "^y  residu- 
bad  a  power  of  appointing  freeholds,  leaseholds  and  a  will  not  pass 

sum  of  stock  to  his  children.  real  estate. 

A  testator 
gave  several 
T*       .  •        pecuniary 

•By  his  will,  made  in  1837,  he,  amongst  other  legacies,  legacies,  in- 

*>equeathed  one  of  5,500/.  to  his  son  EHc.    "And  Ss"Ln"l 
^>OO0/.  to  his  son  Alfred^  to  be  vested  at  twenty-five,  and  devised 
^nd,  in  the  meantime,  the  dividends,  &c.  to  be  applied  copylfold  and 
^'^^  their  maintenance  and  education  respectively."    The  leasehold  ea- 
iAo«.  1  -11..  1.1  tates  to  his 

^■^'^t^itor  also  gave  particular  directions  as  to  his  lease-  sons  B.  and  C. 

^^\<i  residence  at  Stamford  Hill.    "And  as  to  all  his  «» tenants  in 
fL^^  common,  and 

^^^bold,  copyhold  and  leasehold"  hereditaments,  &c.  appointed 

^     devised  and  bequeathed  the  same  unto   his  sons  ecutors"^B. 

^^mas  and  Anslei/,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  their  died,  and  by  a 

1"^^,^    .•       1    .        o  ,-,       1  11     1  .1        codicil  the  tes- 

^^pective  heirs,  &c.;  "and  as  to  all  the  rest,  residue  lator appointed 

^^^  remainder  of  his  personal  estate,"  he  bequeathed  ^-  executor  in 

^1^  ^  '  ^  ^  the  room  of  B., 

^^  same  to  his  sons  Thomas  and  Ansley  equMy.     He  and  revoked 

^F*l:^inted  Thomas  and  Ansley,  and  his  nephew  Ben-  ^^l^^ff2 

•^w,  executors.  and  C,  and 

appointed 
them  "  re- 

^STiomas  died  in  June,  1838,  without  issue,  and  in-  tees^UndP^un- 

^^^'^te.  der  a  power, 

appointed  free- 
hold and  leasc- 

^fterwards,  in  1843,  the  testator  made  a  codicil,  in  comprised  in' 

^^^se  words  :— "  Whereas,  since  the  making  of  my  will,  ^^[^,^^7,^^^^^ 

my  "theresidu- 
, ,  ary  legatees, 

^lODS  A.  and  C."  Held,  that  the  moiety  of  the  freehold  estates  devised  to  B,  had 
'^I'ted,  and  descended  on  the  testator's  heir  (C),  and  that  C.  took  the  other  moiety 
Qoder  the  unrevoked  devise  in  the  will. 
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my  son  Tkonuu  Windm  bas  departed  tbis  life^  m  t1 
plaoe  aod  stead  of  him  I  appoint  my  son  Eric,  Joint&s 
witii  bis  brother  Amkjf  Windus;  also  my  daugbt^ 
MaHUa  Moore,  as  an  executrix^  in  the  room  of  mj 
nephew  JBcii/aiiitii  Wmdutt  whose  former  appointmei^ 
I  do  hereby  revoke.''  "  My  said  two  executors  and  efl 
ecutiiz  are  to  act  also  as  trustees,  with  the  same  poweri 
and  the  same  indemnity^  as  if  originally  named  both  ^ 
ezecntors  and  trustees.  I  do  also  revoke  the  legacies  tj 
my  aforesaid  two  sonsiifii^  and  £ric  Windust  ^nd  m 
appoint  them  residuary  legatees^  share  and  share  alilM 
The  testator  then  adverted  to  his  power,  and  after  staliij 
bis  dealing  with  the  funded  property,  proceeded  thus  :-^ 
''  I  do  declare,  that  the  freehold  in  Whkecross  Street,  aii 
the  leasehold  property  in  Pentanville^  Compton  Stre^ 
Solo  and  elsewheret  agreeably  to  the  said  marria^ 
settlmnen^  I  mean  to  go  to  the  redduary  hgatets^  vd 
sons  AmUji  Wvndus  and  Eric  Windus^  share  and  sha^ 
alike.**  He  then  altered  his  disposition  of  the  Stamfim 
Hill  leasehold. 


The  testator  died  in  December y  1854,  leaving  AnsM 
his  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law,  who  instituted  this  son 
claiming  to  be  entitled  to  one  moiety  of  the  freehcs 
and  copyhold  estates  as  specifically  devised  to  him,  a-^ 
to  the  other  moiety  (which  had,  as  he  contended,  lap^ 
by  the  death  of  Thomas)  as  heir-at-law  of  the  testate 
EriCf  on  the  other  hand,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  t:^ 
latter  moiety  of  the  freeholds  as  ''residuary  legate 
substituted  for  Thomas. 


Mr.  SwanstoUf  Mr.  Lewin,  and  Mr.  J.  A.  Foote,  l 
the  Plaintiff.  The  heir-at-law  can  only  be  disinheri'tt 
by  express  words  or  necessary  implication.  The  moi^ 
of  the  testator*s  freehold  estates,  which  were  specifics-^ 
devised  by  the  will  to  Thomas,  lapsed  by  his  deatb 

tl 


'^^uary  personal  estate  to  Amley  and  Eric.     Those 

Q  the  purposes  contemplated  by  the  codicil^  and 

'^^ronld  be  diflicult  to  see  bow  it  effects  anything 

">ey  for  it  cannot  be  argued,  that  by  the  mere  appoint- 

^t  of  ''residuary  legatees"  the  real  estate  would  pass. 

must  have  known  that  the  specific  devise  had  also 

^^^  1  ^id,  and  yet,  though  he  has  supplied  the  place  of 

"^  ^^^3flMM  with  regard  to  the  residuary  personal  estate^ 

^^  »"e  is  no  part  of  the  codicil  which  indicates  any  inten- 

^^^^^^  of  depriving  his  heir  of  that  which  he  must  have 

^*^^^wn,  when  he  executed  the  instrument,  would  other- 

^^*^^  descend  to  him.     If  he  had  intended  that  Ansley 

^*^^^^ld  not  take  the  lapsed  moiety  of  the  specific  devise, 

^*^^  not  express  the  intention?    There  are  two  parts  of 

^"^^    codicil  to  which  reference  will  be  made  in  favour  of 

"^*    «c;  first,  the  words  *'  in  the  place  and  stead  of  him  I 

^^     ^roDstitute  and  appoint  my  son  JSnc,  jointly  with  his 

'''"^^ther  Amley!'  &c.    That  clause,  however,  does  not 

&^^^  Eric  all  that  the  testator  had,  by  the  will,  given  to 

*  ^emas;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  a  clause  limited  to  the 

0'f^pointment  of  certain  offices.     To  hold  that  it  had  a 

g^^ater  operation,  would  not  only  be  at  variance  with 

the 
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the      -testator's  lifetime,  and  not  having  been  devised  by        1866. 

the    <:=odicil,  they  passed  to  Ansley  as  the  testator's  heir- 

&t-lc^iie.    Nothing  is  said  as  to  real  estate  in  the  codicil 

except  as  to  the  freehold  in  Whitecross  Street,  which      Wihous, 

WWL^    settled  property ;  the  codicil  is  silent  as  to  the  tes- 

^tosr'g  own  unsettled  real  estate.    The  testator  evidently 

I^s-d     his  will  before  him  at  the  time  of  making  the 

codicil;  he  refers  to  it  in  the  codicil,  in  the  clause  in 

^^l^i^shbe  appoints  his  two  sons  his  residuary  legatees, 

®**^i     revokes  their  legacies  given  by  the  wilL    There 

^■"^       four  things  he  wished — to  vary  the  appointment 

^*^       ^sxecutors  and  trustees,  to  exercise   the  power  of 

*l^I>^Dintment  over  the  settled  property,  to  revoke  the 

^^^?^^cies  to  his  sons  Ansley  and  Eric^  and  to  give  his 
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the  express  terms,  but  would  also  expunge  subseqa^^^ 
portions  of  the  will ;  for  if  by  this  substitution 
was,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  placed  in  the  positic:^^ 
of  Thomasy  there  was  no  need  to  appoint  "  residuar^ 
legatees;"  it  was  already  done,  and  a  portion  of 
will  would  not  only  be  surplusage,  but  contradictory 
other  portions,  for  the  substitution  of  the  office  is  in  joii 
tenancy,  and  would  pass  to  the  survivor,  whereas  whaj 
is  afterwards  given  to  them  is  expressly  as  tenants  \m 
common,  viz.,  "  share  and  share  alike."    Secondly,  at 
to  the  alteration  in  respect  of  the  Stamford  Hill  hoi 
that  was  leasehold,  and  the  clause  related  to  the  per':^: 
sonal  estate  alone,  and  affords  no  ground  for  arriving  a^^s 
the  conclusion  that  the  heir  is  to  be  disinherited.     It  if 
enough  for  the  heir  to  say,  there  are  no  express  word 
or  necessary  implication  to  disinherit  him,  even  thougF 
there  was  a  strong  indication  of  intention  to  do  so ;  bi 
here  the  evidence  of  intention  is  all  the  other  way.    Tl 
phrase  ''  necessary  implication*'  is  in  practice  sufficient! 
definite ;  there  must,  beyond  doubt,  be  evidence  of  i 
tention  to  raise  it  y — there  must  be  evidence,  beyond 
doubt,  upon   the  words  of  the  will,  of  an  intention  i 
disinherit ;  Kellett  v.  Kellett  (a).     There  were  there  e 
pressions   which   raised    a  judicial  doubt  whether  tbr 
testator  did  or  not  intend  to  disinherit  the  heir,  but  th^ 
proved  insufficient.      The  words  here  used  are  to 
taken  in  their  usual  and  known  acceptation,  unless  the^^ 
is  strong  evidence  to  the  contrary;  Church  v.  MundyiJbZIl 
Saumarez  v.  Saumarez  (c) ;  and  the  same  principle  w^ 
recognized  in  Coardw.  Holderness{d),     The  expressi 
"  residuary  legatees'*  is  therefore  confined  to  personal 

Mr.  li.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Rogers,  contra.     No 
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(a)  1    R  4    B.  o.3;J; 
218. 

(b)  12  /V.S.  12(). 


(()   1  iliv/.  4-  C>.  331. 
{(i)  20  Beav.  147. 
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^^^Id  contend  that  words  appointing  an  executor  would 

^^t.itute  a  devise  of  real  estate ;  but  if  an  intention 

^t^^^rs  on  the  face  of  the  will  to  give  property  it  must 

*^eld  to  pass.    As  to  "  doubt"  and  "  necessary  ira- 

^^^tion/'  the  Court  must  be  satisfied  from  the  instru- 

^^t  of  an  intention  to  give,  and,  if  so,  it  will  act 

*^ti  it     Many  wills  are  obscure,  and  the  means  by 

^ich  the  intention  is  arrived  at  and  ascertained  are  not 

^^^ays  satisfactory ;  but,  nevertheless,  the  Court  often 

^Qies  to  a  conclusion  as  to  what  the  intention  is,  from 

^«ie  different  clauses  and  inconsistent  expressions  in  a 

^ill.     Here  the  testator,  by   the  words  "  residuary 

legatees"  in  the  codicil,  intended  to  describe  the  persons 

^ho  were  to  take  all  the  property  comprehended  in  the 

general  gift  in  the  will  in  favour  of  Thomca  and  Ansley. 

Thomas  having  died,  the  object  of  the  codicil  was  to 

supply  the  gap  and  prevent  an  intestacy,  by  substituting 

Eric  for  Thomas.    But  the  material  clause  is  this : — **  I 

do  revoke,**  &c.   It  is  assumed  by  the  other  side  that  the 

testator  makes  Ansley  and  Eric  *'  residuary  legatees" 

of  his  personal  estate  only,  but  there  is  not  a  word 

about  personal  estate.    The  real  question  is,  what  is 

meant  by  the  words  "  I  do  revoke  T  &c.     It  is  clear  he 

means  to  revoke  the  whole  of  the  gifl  in  the  will  in 

favour  of  Ansley  and  Eric^  and  to  appoint  them  to  the 

same  position,  which  was  occupied  under  the  will  by  the 

persons  who  were  therein  named  '' residuary  legatees,"  so 

that  they  should  take  every  thing  that  those  persons 

would  have  taken.  It  is  argued,  that "  legacy,"  **  legatee," 

*^  residuary  legatee,"  as  used  in  the  will,  are  all  to  be 

held  to  apply  to  personal  estate  only;   but  the  word 

^  legatee,"  derived  from  legare  Ugatum^  is  as  applicable 

to  real  as  personal  estate.     The  meaning  of  the  testator 

ifl  evident,  from  the  mode  in  which  he  subsequently 

applies  the  same  words  ''  residuary  legatees,"  for  he  de- 
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1866.  ^is^s  the  freehold  in  WAitecross  Street  to  the  ''  residual 
legatees.'^  Then  what  is  the  legacy  in  the  will  given 
Ansley  which  is  revoked  ?  It  would  be  an  unsatisfactory 
answer  to  say  it  was  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate^ 
for  it  would  be  a  forced  and  unnatural  construction  to 
suppose  he  meant  a  revocation  of  the  residuary  personal 
estate,  in  order  to  give  back  again  precisely  the  same 
interest.  The  language  is  peculiar,  it  is  not  ''  I  give 
them  the  residue  of  my  personal  estate/'  but  **  I  appoint 
them  my  residuary  legatees."  The  words  '^  residuary 
legatees**  are  not  used  at  all  in  the  will,  nor  is  that 
character  noticed.  Those  words  may  indeed  be  thought 
prima  facie  to  have  relation  to  **  residue  and  jemainder 
of  my  personal  estate  ;**  but  when  it  is  considered  that 
the  persons  who,  under  the  will,  are  to  take  the  residue 
and  remainder  of  the  persooal  estate,  are  the  same  per- 
sons who  are  to  take  the  whole  of  the  fradMdd,  Jbo^  and 
looking  to  the  other  circumstances,  this  peculiar  language 
will  be  easily  understood  to  be  a  description  of  the  per- 
sons who  under  the  will  were  to  take,  and  as  substi- 
tuting these  persons  for  the  same  interests  as  were 
formerly  given  to  other  persons. 

The  authorities  shew  that  the  expression  is  extremely 
flexible,  and  may  be  moulded  to  effect  the  real  intention. 
In  Davenport  v.  Coltman{a)  the  testator  had  a  free- 
hold house  in  C,  and  estates  in  H.  and  X.  He  gave 
pecuniary  legacies  to  his  heir  and  to  his  two  daughters 
M.  and  C.  He  gave  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  his  house, 
his  plate,  and  stock  in  the  funds.  He  then  proceeded 
thus : — At  her  decease  it  is  my  will  that  M.  and  C.  shall 
divide  equally,  as  residuary  legatees^  whatever  I  may  die 
possessed  of.  The  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  held 
that  M.  and  C.  took  an  estate  in  fee,  in  remainder  ex- 
pectant 

(a)  12  Sim.  590. 
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'Z>ectant  on  (he  death  of  the  testator's  widow,  in  the        1866. 
2^«u8e  in  C  and  the  estates  in  H.  and  £. 

In  Day  ▼•  Daneroniii)  a  testator  gave  a  freehold 
1:^ou8e  to  his  wife  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  and 
^^nother  freehold  house  to  her  for  her  life ;  and  he  also 
ve  to  her  all  his  household  goods,  plate,  &c. ;  but,  if 
lie  married  again,  the  whole  of  the  above  property  was 
o  l>ecome  the  property  of  his  daughter;  and,  in  case 
118  wife  should  remain  unmarried,  then  he  gave  the 
tond-mentioned  house  to  his  daughter  for  her  life,  and 
o  ber  children,  after  his  wife's  death.  He  proceeded  in 
ese  words : — "  I  also  appoint  my  wife,  provided  she 
mains  unmarried,  sole  executrix  and  residuary  legatee 
all  other  property  I  may  possess  at  my  decease."  It 
as  held^  that  the  fee  simple  in  the  first-mentioned 
ouse  passed  to  the  wife. 

In  JEvans  v.  Crasbie(b)  the  testator  gave  all  his  real 
ind  personal  estate  to  James  and  Malcolm,  their  heirs, 
executors,  &c.,  in  trust  thereout  to  pay  a  legacy  of 
1^500/. :  and,  after  giving  1,000/.  to  James,  he  left  to  his 
brother,  Donald,  2,000/.,  and  added,  **  and  also  to  be 
ny  residuary  legatee,"  after  which  he  gave  200/.  to 
aBLDOther  of  his  sisters.    The  Vice-Chancellor  of  £ii^- 
<^and  held,  that  Donald  was  the  testator's  residuary 
"^devisee  as  well  as  legatee ;  and  in  giving  judgment  he 
observed,  "  It  seems  to  me  that  the  cases  of  Day  v. 
^Daveron  and  Davenport  v.  Coltman,  have  a  value  with 
^regard  to  this  case  in  this  respect,  that  they  are  the 
authorities  as  to  the  use  of  the  word  '  legatee'  as  appli- 
cable, in  the  minds  of  the  parties  who  used  it,  to  a  dis- 
position of  real  estate.     It  is  true,  that  in  those  two 
cases,  the  C!ourt  looked,  as  it  ought  to  do,  at  the  whole 

of 
(a)  12  Sim.  200.  (6)  15  Sim.  600. 
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of  the  will :  but  those  two  cases  prove  that  persons 
well  educated,  or,  at  least,  not  well  instructed  in  law, 
use  the  term  '  legatee'  as  designating  the  person  wh^' 
by  virtue  of  their  gift,  is  to  take  land  as  well  as  pe^ 
sonalty.     In  both  those  cases  the  term  was  used  b^ 
persons  who  meant  to  describe  those  who  were  to  tak^ 
the  real  as  well  as  the  personal  estate.     If  instauces* 
were  wanting,  no  one  could  doubt,  that  in  common  par — 
lance,  the  term  *  legatee'  implies  the  person  who  take^ 
a  benefit  by  the  will."    The  substance  of  the  intentioi 
was,  that  the  two  elder  sons  for  the  time  being  shoul 
take  the  whole  property. 


They  cited  Hope  v.  Taylor  (a) ;  Hardacre  v.  Niuh  (6); 
Pitman  v.  Stevens{c)\  Warren  v.  Newton{d)\  Doe  d« 
Roberts  v.  Robert8(e) ;  Underwood  v.  Wing{f). 


Mr.  Babington,  for  a  trustee. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Kirkman,  for  other  parties. 


Feb.  29.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  entertain  no  doubt  as  to  the  construction  of  this 
will  and  codicil ;  the  cases  cited  are  all  perfectly  dis- 
tinguishable, and  do  not  affect  the  question  before  me. 
I  first  look  at  this  case  as  if  there  were  nothing  but 
the  codicil,  and  I  then  look  at  it  in  conjunction  with 
the  will ;  and  it  appears  to  me  impossible,  in  either 

view. 


(a)  1  Burr,  268. 

(6)  5  T.  R.  71G. 

((•)  15  FaisI,  505. 

{d)  Dru.  464. 


(e)  7  Mees,  Sr  W.  382. 
(  /•)  19   Beav,  459  and  4  De 
G.,  M  ts  O.  633. 


^^ 


The 


O)  3  Dow.  248.  (c)  12  Sim.  588. 

C6)  12  Sim.  200. 
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"^''iew^  to  say,  that  there  is  any  disposition  of  that  por-        1866. 
'^on  of  the  real  estate  which  was  originally  given  to 
^ykanuu.    Suppose  the  codicil  stood  alone  and  there 
^viras  no  will,  it  is  quite  settled  by  Kettett  ▼.  KeUett{a),      Wimdui. 
cind  Dayy.  Daveron(b),  if  indeed  it  wanted  such  autho- 
rity,  that  these  words,  "  I  constitute  A.  B.  and  C  D. 
xx\y   residuary  legatees/'  standing  alone,   without  any 
oontext  and  without  anything  to  assist  the  construction, 
^^Tvould  not  disinherit  the  heir,  and  that  the  words  ''  resi- 
duary legatees"  would  have  a  definite  and  technical 
sense  applying  simply  to  personal  properly.     It  is  per- 
£Wctly  true  that  the  terms  are  very  flexible,  and  that  if  it 
csan  be  shewn,  by  the  testator's  will,  that  he  used  them  in 
^M.  different  sense,  that  different  sense  must  be  applied  to 
-&  bem.  That  is  really  all  that  is  shewn  by  the  cases  which 
Xrsave  been  referred  to.     In  the  case  of  Day  v.  Daveran 
-^tL  he  words  were,  '*  I  appoint  my  wife,  provided  she  re- 
tains unmarried,  sole  executrix  and  residuary  legatee  of 
ill  other  property  I  may  possess  at  my  decease,"  and  the 
luestion  was,  whether  the  words ''  all  my  property"  were 
be  cut  down  to  personalty,  or  whether  the  word 
*  legatee"  was  to  be  extended  to  real  as  well  as  personal 
estate,  and   the  Vice-chancellor  thought,  as  probably 
everybody  else  would  think,  that  the  subject  of  the  gift 
vas  all  the  property,  and  that  the  testator  was  merely 
directing  how  the  residuary  legatee  was  to  take. 

In  the  case  of  Davenport  v.  Coltman  (c),  the  words 
were,  "  shall  divide  as  residuary  legatee  whatever  I  may 
EiJie  possessed  of."  The  question  was  very  much  of  the 
same  character,  whether  the  words  "  whatever  I  may 
=?ie  possessed  of"  were  to  be  cut  down  to  personal 
estate. 


\ 
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1856.  The  case  of  Evans  v.  Crosbie  (a)  is  undoubtedly  a 

peculiar  case.  I  think^  from  the  judgment^  that  the  Vice- 
Cbancellor  rather  proceeded  upon  the  fact,  that  the  tes- 
tator seemed  to  have  anticipated  that  the  real  estate 
wouldy  to  a  great  extent,  be  converted  into  money,  and 
that  the  personal  estate  would,  probably,  be  insufficient 
to  pay  the  legacy  without  the  aid  of  the  real  estate  : — 
that  the  residuary  gid  should  not  take  effect  till  all  the 
legacies  had  been  satisfied,  and  that  Donald  should 
take  every  thing  after  payment  of  the  legacies. 

I  consider  it  then  to  be  settled,  that  if  the  words  stood 
alone,  ^'I  constitute  A.  B.  and  C  JD.  my  residuary 
legatees,"  they  would  only  affect  personal  property,  and 
would  not  affect  real  estate,  and  that  the  real  estate 
would  not  pass  under  those  words.  But  then,  they  are 
coupled  with  the  words,  *^  I  do  also  revoke  the  legacies 
to  my  aforesaid  two  sons  Ansley  and  Eric  Windus,  and 
do  appoint  them  residuary  legatees,  share  and  share 
alike ;"  that,  no  doubt,  refers  to  the  original  will,  and 
then  you  turn  to  the  original  will,  in  which  the  word 
"  legacy"  is  repeatedly  used,  but  only  with  reference  to 
personal  estate.  The  testator  says  **  I  revoke  the  lega- 
cies to  my  two  sons  Ansley  and  Eric,  and  appoint  them 
residuary  legatees."  Can  it  be  said,  that  the  words 
*'  residuary  legatees"  are  to  extend  to  real  estate,  when 
we  find,  upon  reference  to  the  original  will,  that  the  tes- 
tator has  accurately  confined  the  word  'Megacy"  to 
personal  estate  ? 

I  find  also,  that  the  testator,  in  the  original  will, 
has  made  a  distinction  between  the  disposition  of  his 
real  and  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate.     He  first 

devises 

(a)  15  Sim.  600. 


[ 
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the  former^  and  then  by  a  separate  clause  be-       186& 
qmjB.  ^s^^-tJis  the  latter.    Having  made  a  distinction  between 
thm  ^^  "wacM  9  am  I  to  assume  that  he  did  not  understand  that 
"dm  ^^-fcmKaction  when  he  made  the  codicil,  and  which  is  a      Wmous. 
p^^-T^    of  the  will? 

S  ^    is  very  true,  that,  looking  at  the  scope  of  the  will 
oodicil,  and  seeing  that  by  his  original  will  he  in- 
l^d,  as  it  were,  to  make  the  two  eldest  sons  inherit 
property  equally  between  them,  that  something  of 
E^cime  disposition  may  be  observed  on  the  codicil,  and 
^  J  be  thence  inferred,  that  the  testator  has  not,  in  this 
d  i<:il,  really  expressed  his  intention  with  respect  to  the 
^IX:>8ition  of  his  property.     I  may  speculate  upon  this, 
^       X  am  satisfied,  that  if  I  were  to  go*  beyond  a  mere 
^^^"^alation  and  say  that  I  am  to  carry  it  into  effect 
if  be  bad  expressed  it,  I  should  be  making  a  will 
'^^e  testator,  and  not  construing  what  he  himself  has 


-^^^n  argument  has  been  adduced  from  the  circum- 

^J^^'^^^^Lse,  that  in  the  codicil  the  testator  has  appointed  the 

^^^^old  property  comprised  in  his  marriage  settlement 

1==^  is  residuary  legatees.     If  he  had  said,  that  his  re- 

,^^^^^^iry  legatees  should  take  the  whole  real  estate,  or  if 

^"^      intention  could  be  discovered  from  that  circum- 

^^■*^^-  ^je,  it  would  be  very  strong  no  doubt  in  favour  of  the 

-^^^•^  ^^uary  legatees ;  but  I  cannot  find  such  an  intention. 

^^he  real  estates  had   not  been  comprised  in  the 

^•^  ement,  the  devise  of  them  would  obviously  have 

^c^^pposite  effect,  because  it  would  shew,  by  the  de- 

^  ^^      of  a  particular  messuage  to  his  residuary  legatees, 

^^'^^  he  did  not  intend  the  whole  to  pass.     Now  it  ap- 

\    ^^^^s  to  me,  that  by  the  expression  "  residuary  legatees," 

"^'•le  appointment  of  the  settled  real  estate,  the  testator 

^^-^^ns  nothing  more  than  a  description  of  the  persons 

who 


I 
— e 


384  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1866.  who  are  to  take  this  property  appointed  under  the  ma. 
riage  settlement,  and  that  it  has  no  otlier  significati( 
or  meaning. 

Undoubtedly,  it  is  true,  that  by  the  revocation  of  th^  ^r^^^^ 
legacies  to  the  two  sons,  he  does,  apparently,  what  ir  m:  ^^ 

is  very  probable  that  it  was  not  his  intention  to  do,  ir 
he  had  seen  the  full  effect  of  it,  that  is  to  say,  he  takes 
away  the  6,000/.  from  £ric,  while  he  merely  takes* 
away  the  leaseholds  from  the  other  brother,  and,  iiizk  k:  i 
effect,  he  gives  half  of  that  legacy  of  6,000/.  to  the  eldes:^^^  ^^ 
brother.  If  he  had  been  told  what  the  effect  of  thar-^^^  ^^ 
might  be,  it  is  very  probable  that  he  would  have  ex—  '^^^^-  '^ 
pressed  himself  otherwise. 

But  he  has  not  done  so,  and  I  feel  satisfied,  upon  thi 
face  of  this  codicil,  that  there  is  no  disposition  of  tha 
portion  of  the  real  estate  which  lapsed  by  the  deal 
of  Thomas  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator. 

Not E.~ Affirmed  by  the  full  Court  of  Appeal,  5th  August^  1856. 
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SMITH  V.  SMITH. 

Feb.  13. 
testatrix  gave  and  bequeathed  unto  each  of  her  The  husband 
ree  granddaughters,  Jane,  Mercy  and  Martha,  ^J^aStr? 

of  160/.,  and  she  directed  her  executrixes  to  trix  b  liable 
,..,,.  .     ^,  .for  all  the  a»- 

ese  legacies,  in  their  own  names,  m  the  purchase  ^ets  received 

per  Cent.  Navy  Annuities,  and  in  like  manner  to  °'  deeattnvits 

,..,!.,        1         1  .1  committed  by 

le  dividends,  m  order  that  the  same  might  accu-  himself  or  by 

until  her  grandchildren  should  severally  attain  J»»  wife  during 
°  ^  •'  the  coverture, 

>ne;  and  upon  their  severally  attaining  twenty-  and  his  estate 

e  directed  their  respective  legacies,  with   the  Jf^** his  **  * 

ations,  to  be  paid  to  them.  death. 

^  The  husband 

of  an  execu- 
estatrix  then  bequeathed  a  leasehold  property  trix,  who  waa 

!,  and  her  residence,  to  Elizabeth  Smith  and  breach  of* 

le  Smith;  and  she  appointed  Elizabeth  Smith,  trust,  made 

wife  of  James  Grant  Smith  (who  renounced)  two  others  his 

:utrixes.  executrix  and 

executors. 
"  They  pos- 

^tatrix  died  in  1821,  and  in  the  same  year,  her  »e«»ed  them- 

selves  of  all 

i  proved  hy  Elizabeth  Smith  alone.     In  1822  his  assets." 

jA  Smith  married  John  Smith,  who,  in  1822,  ,"^1^.  '|?*^!^« 

husband  s  lia- 
wife's  share  in  the  leasehold  for  999/.  10^.;  he  bih'ty  was  not 

other  assets  and  allowed  part  to  remain  out  on  "f^^fied  by  the 

^  circumstance 

Dnal  security  of  James  Grant  Smith,  the  greater  of  his  widow 

vhich  was  lost  by  his  bankruptcy.  seTf  the  two  ^"^ 

characters ; 
attained  twenty-one  in  1825,  and  her  legacy  and  in  a  suit 

d,  and  some  payments  had  been  made  to  the  husband^saa- 

y  legatee.  •«*»»  an  in- 

quiry  as  to  the 
amount  of  such 

Smith  died  in  February,  1835,  and  he  appointed  ^*^|^^^^^''®^ 

his  refused,  and  it 

was  held,  that 

her  legal  personal  representative  was  not  a  necessary  party. 
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his  wife  and  the  two  Defendants  executors.  The  Plaint^K^  ^t 
Martha  attained  twenty-one  in  March^  1835,  and  s'  <^^ 
received  some  small  payments,  on  account,  down  to  Ju^.  ::s 
1837. 

Elizabeth  Smith,  the  executrix  of  the  original 
tatrix,  died  in  1837.    The  Plaintiff  Martha  having 
many  applications  for  her  legacy,  which  were  unsi 
cessful,  she  and   her   husband  instituted  this  suit 
May,  1854,  against  the  representatives  otJohn  SmC 
to  compel  payment. 

The  bill  contained  the  following  paragraph,  which  \^ 
relied  on  by  the  Defendants : — 

**  12.  The  said  John  Smith  died  seised  and 
of  a  large  real  and  personal  estate,  and  the  Defendai.^^3t8 
James  Grant  Smith  and  John  Smith  and  the  e^^^id 
Elizabeth  Smith  possessed  themselves,  as  the  execu'ft^^^n 
of  the  said  John  Smith,  of  all  the  personal  estate  CK-Mid 
effects  of  the  said  John  Smith ;  and  after  the  decea»^  of 
the  said  Elizabeth  Smith,  the  same  were  possessed  ^y 
the  Defendants  James  Grant  Smith  and  John  SmitA^^* 

The  Defendants  stated  that  they  had  administer"^ 
the  estate  oi  John  Smith,  and,  in  1846,  paid  over  ttie 
residue  of  his  personal  estate  and  effects  to  the  residua  ^Y 
legatees  under  his  will. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  W.  D.  Lewis,  for  the  Plainti  ^* 
insisted,  that  a  trust  had  been  created  by  the  will  ^^* 
the  testatrix  in  favour  of  Martha,  that  John  Smith  h^  ^ 
been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust,  by  not  investing  ai^^ 
accumulating  the  Plaintiff's  legacy,  in  pursuance  of  th^^^ 
trusts,  that  the  estate  of  John  Smith  was  liable,  ar^- 

th 
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til 9,1.    le  had  admitted  assets  by  payment  of  the  other        1856. 
legAoy  and  handing  over  the  residue. 

NKr.  FolUtt  and  Mr.  Berkeley^  contrd,  contested  the 
liability  of  John  Smith's  estate,  Adair  v.  Shaw  (a),  and 
argued,  that  if  there  had  been  any  liability,  it  was  satis- 
fied,   in  consequence  of  his  having  appointed  his  veife 
(who  was  the  executrix  of  the  testatrix)  his  executrix, 
and    vho  must,  therefore,  be  assumed  to  have  dis- 
charged any  liability  of  John  Smith  out  of  his  assets  in 
ber  hands;   Tyler  v. Bell (b).    They  also  insisted  on  the 
lapse  of  time,  and  on  the  laches  and  acquiescence  of 
tbe  I^laintiff. 

^^r.  JS.  Palmer  was  not  heard  in  reply. 

7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

^y  opinion  is  that  the  estate  of  John  Smith  is  liable. 
There  are  two  questions,  first,  whether  there  was  ever 
^^y  demand  against  the  assets  of  John  Smith?  and, 
•^^iondly, whether  such  demand  has  been  satisfied  by  what 
"as  since  taken  place?  In  my  opinion,  it  is  now  settled 
^^^»  that  a  husband  is  liable  for  all  the  assets  received 
^"^  devastavits  committed,  either  by  himself  or  by  his 
^^fe,  during  the  coverture,  in  respect  of  an  estate  of 
^tiich  his  wife  was  legal  personal  representative;  and 

^■^At,  in  this  respect,  the  husband  is  liable,  at  law,  during 

"**  life,  and  his  estate  after  his  death. 

The  first  question  here  is,  whether  his  estate  was 
inble,  and  whether  there  is  proof  of  any  assets  having 
been  received.  It  is,  in  my  opinion,  clearly  established, 
that  there  was  an  admission  of  assets  by  Elizabeth^ 

the 

(«)  1  Sch.  4r  Ltf.  243.  (6)  2  Myl.  Sf  Cr.  89. 

cc2 
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1856.        ^^^  executrix,  and  also  by  himself;   for,   in  the 
^■-^v^^       place,  Jane,  who  stood  in  exactly  the  same  positior 
^^^^        the  Plaintiff  Martfmf  was  paid  her  legacy  i 

SiitTH.       during  the  coverture,  and  a  sura  was  paid  over  to 
residuary   legatee,  who  could   be   entitled    to   noit 
until  afier  all  the  legacies  had  been  paid.     The  tr 
to  be  performed  in  favour  of  Martha  mere  these ;— ^ 
invest  15QL  in  Navy  5L  per  Cents.,  and  to  accuroti 
it  at  compound  interest  till   Martha   became  of  s 
which  she  did  in  1835,  and  she  then  became  entitled 
the  accumulated  fund.     Elizaheth  Smith  was  therefi 
bound  to  make  that  investment,  and  to  transfer    i 
amount  to  the  Plaintiff  and  her  husband,  and  Jukn  Sm 
also  became  liuble  for  not  having  done  so  during  his  M 
That  of  itself  would  be  sufficient;   but  there  is  ma 
than  that,   there    is    specific   proof  of  the   receipt 
John  Smith  and  his  wife  of  a  large  sum  of  money,  pi 
of  the  assetSj  which  would  have  been  applicable  for 
purpose  of  making  the  investment  for  the  Plaintifr^ 
he  had  dissipated  or  not  properly  got  in  the  remainiap 
assets.    There  could  be  no  waiver  by  the  Plaintiff,  be^ 
cause  she  was  an  infant  during  the  whole  of  the  time, 
during  which  this  fund  ought  to  have  been  invested 
at  compound  interest. 


I 


Then  it  is  alleged,  that  this  demand  against  the  estat 
otJohn  Smith  has  been  satisfied  ;  and  the  twelfth  pan 
graph  of  the  bill,  and  the  case  of  Tyler  v.  JBelKja),  ar 
relied  on  for  that  purpose.  It  appears  to  me  that  thi 
case  is  perfectly  distinct,  and  does  not  apply  to  thi 
The  twelfth  paragraph  is  this : — ^That  John  Smith  die 
possessed  of  large  personal  estate,and  his  wife  and  thetvi 
Defendants,  as  his  executors,  possessed  themselves  of  a 
his  personal  estate ;  and  on  the  death  of  Elizabeth  Smii 
the  same  were  possessed  by  the  remaining  two  executor 


(a)  2  MyL  i  Cr.  89. 


Smith 

V. 
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It  then  appears,  that  they  distributed  his  estate  in  theyear        1856. 
A846.    It  is  said  that  that  is  a  sufficient  payment  or  satis- 
factioTiy  because  as  Elizabeth  Smith  was,  after  the  death 
of  J'ohn  Smith,  the  sole  legal  personal  representative  of       Smith. 
the  testatrix,  and  as  she  received,  from  the  estate  o(John 
Smithy  sufficient  to  answer  the  amount  due  from  him  to 
the   estate  of  the  testatrix,  that  creates   a  discharge. 
The  case  of  Tyler  v.  Bell{a)  is  relied  on  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  but  that  was  a  case  where  there  being  a  liability 
on  the  part  of  a  husband  of  an  administratrix,  for  which 
Jt  was  admitted  his  assets  would  have  been  liable,  he 
iQade  his  wife  sole  executrix  :  and  the  bill  alleged,  that  in 
her  character  of  sole  executiix  she  had  possessed  assets 
^^  her  husband  "  much  more  than  suflScient  to  answer 
the  ^PlaintiflTs  demand ;"  and  in  that  state  of  things  the 
^ourt  said;  that  there  had  been  a  satisfaction.    That 
sheiks  that  a  repayment  by  the  executor  of  the  hus- 
band  will  discbarge  his  estate,  and  is  a  separate  and 
"■stinct  case  from  this.    This  is  much  nearer  Clough  v. 
"^>nd(b\  which  was  to  this  eflFect : — A  son  and  a  daughter 
^^re  administrators,  the  daughter  being  under  coverture, 
^    ^Uto  of  money  belonging  to  the  estate  was  paid  into 
*  l^ankers,  in  the  names  of  the  son  and  of  the  husband; 
the  husband  died,  and  the  son  then  applied  the  fund  to 
ni«   own  purposes.     The  Court  held,  that  the  estate  of 
"^  husband  was  liable  to  make  good  that  amount.    No 
^^fet,  if  the  money  had  been  transferred  into  the  joint 
^*^«8  of  the  two  administrators,  afler  the  husband's 
^^^li,  and  they  had  jointly  misapplied  it,  the  estate  of 
^      husband   would   have  been  exonerated   and   dis- 

*  ^  my  opinion^  therefore,  this  demand  upon  the  estate 
^^ohn  Smith  has  not  been  satisfied. 

Then 
^**:>  2  MyL  if  Cr.  89.  (b)  3  Myl.  *  Cr.  490. 
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1866-  Then  it  is  eaid,  thai  there  mutt  be  an  account,  m  or^ 

^■^^^"^^      to  ascertain  whether  EH^ahtk  Smith  did  or  did  m 

^^  receive,  from  the  estate  of  Jo/in  Smithy  her  husba  i 

SiiiTM.  sufficient  to  answer  this  demand;  and  that,  as  that  ^ 
connt  can  only  be  taken  in  the  presence  of  her  le  j 
personal  repreeentative,  such  legal  personal  repre&^ 
tative  is  a  necessary  party  for  the  purpose  of  asc^ 
tuinitig  the  fact.  In  my  opinion,  the  burden  of  H 
proof  lies  on  the  Defendants  and  not  on  the  Piaintt;* 
The  liability  of  the  esiaiG  of  John  SmUh  is  estabUsbc 
and  the  burden  of  proving  its  satisfaction  falls  upon  tJ 
DefeudantSf  who  resist  that  demand  and  dispute  th 
liability.  In  my  opinion,  the  facta  proved  before  me  di 
fiot  discharge  that  liabihty,  and  it  therefore  still  remaiuii 


Again,  it  is  stated,  that  his  estate  has  been  adminii' 
tered  and  wound  up  in  1846.  No  doubt  that  may  creatf 
a  considemble  hardship,  but  if  the  liability  eKtst^t  ^nc 
IB  neither  barred  by  time  nor  by  the  acts  of  the  partiei 
then,  if  any  part  of  that  estate  remains^  it  is  liable  U 
make  good  all  demands  upon  it,  although  the  partie 
themselves  may,  many  years  ago,  have  intended  t 
wind  it  up  {a).  Upon  that  part  of  the  case,  I  am  c 
opinion,  that  there  are  no  sufficient  laches  proved  agains 
this  Plaintiff  to  disentitle  her  to  any  demand  upon  Joh 
Smith's  estate ;  in  the  first  place,  I  find,  that  when  sb 
came  of  age,  repeated  demands  were  made  for  her  legac] 
which  was  not  a  mere  pecuniary  legacy,  but  one  subjec 
to  a  special  trust  which  ought  to  have  been  carrtet 
into  effect,  so  that  the  money  might  have  been  the 
forthcoming.  It  is  impossible  to  say  that  she  ac 
quiesced  in  its  remaining  in  the  hands  of  James  Gran 
Smith,  when  she  could  have  done  no  act  of  acquiesceoc 
until  1836,  when  she  attained  twenty-one. 

I  cannc 
(<i)  See  KnaldUmll  v.  FeanUiead,  3  Myl.  ^  Cr.  122. 
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I    oannot  accede  to  the  argument  of  Mr.  Follett,  that        1866. 
Jam,^^  Grant  Smith  must  be  treated  as  an  executor  of 
the  testatrix,  and  that  all  his  receipts  are  to  be  attributed 
to  him  in  the  character  of  a  legal  personal  representa- 
tive, upon  the  ground  that  his  wife  was  named  as  one  of 
the  executrixes  in  the  will,  for  she  never  proved  the  will, 
and  ultimately  disclaimed ;  and  though  it  be  true,  that 
the  probate  by  one  executor  of  a  will  inures  to  the  benefit 
of  another,  still  it  does  not  make  the  other  liable,  and 
no   person  can  be  made  an  executor  or  executrix  who 
does  not  choose  to  act     It  may  be,  that  James  Chrant 
Smith  acted  as  executor  de  son  tort,  but,  looking  to  his 
conduct  in  these  matters,  I  treat  him  merely  as  the 
Agent  of  Elizabeth  Smith  and  of  John  Smith,  who  was 
*"6  person  really  responsible  for  the  whole. 

'Q  my  opinion  the  estate  of  John  Smith  became  liable 
^^  the  payment  of  this  legacy  during  bis  lifetime,  and 
"*t  ]ia.bility  has  never  since  been  discharged.     Conse- 

9^ent.ly^  this  is  a  debt  against  his  estate,  and  his  assets 

^  •■>^l>le  for  its  payment. 
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FA.  7,  %  11. 
WiMiikuidi 

dhanqriNir- 

WMMOO  tfaa 
htp|i6ttfay  of 
ftpwtkdSr 
•feoty  then  li 

tnntintht 
HiM&vliib; 


The  ATTORNET^^ENERAL  w.  Hm 
CRAVEN. 

"DT  an  mdentare,  dated  7tli  Deeemher,  1687,  tl 
"^    Earl  of  Craoen,  Galling  to  mind   the  gad  ai 
lamaiitable  viaitation  of  Almighty  God  upon  tbe  kin 
doiDy  but  more  especially  upon  the  cities  of  Londim  he 
WSttimiMMUr,  in  the  year  1666  aod  1666,  by  the  pesi 
leDceand  great  mcMrtaliiy,  and  the  great  necessity  tU  -^J'  ^* 
b^^l^i^^il  there  was  iw  providing  a  pest  house  for  the  sick,  ai:^  ^^'^ 
wtadlnJ      "w^TF'W  P**^  ^^^  the  dead,  and  having  then,  for  the  sa./^^  ^ 
in  tmrt,  out  of  pniposeSi  hired  and  since  pnrohased  a  field,  called  tb<^^  ^^ 

£j!ft^j  -P*^  ^^^  ^^^^  "*™^  ^^  *«  P»^'^'*  ^**  ^^-  itfarl£nV-  -^^*^ 
ftrdMraetp-  uKtAs^RtZdE^  and  containing  about  three  acres,  con-  ^^^^ 
piitifliit^^^    ^i^^y*!^  ^  *<^>>^  toBir  TFU&Mt  Cr^i^^n  and  his  beirs,  to  ^ 

™**  *^     the  nee  of  the  Earl  of  Cravm  for  life,  without  ioipeach-  | 

no  longer,  and  ment  of  waste,  remainder  to  the  use  of  Sir  W.  Craven 
^hce  for  ?hem  ^^^  ^^^  heirs, "  in  trust,  out  of  the  rents,  issues  and  profits 
and  for  no  thereof,  to  maintain,  support  and  keep,  in  good  and 
U  wM^held  ^ '  tenantable  repair,  the  houses  and  buildings  in  and  upon 

first,  that  this    the  said  field  erected  and  being,  and  the  walls  and  fences 

was  a  present 

gifttochari-     thereof,  and   the  same,  so  supported,  preserved  and 

table  purposes,  maintained,  for  the  relief,  support,  comfort,  use  and 

agiflcontin-    convenience  of  such  of  the  poor  inhabitants  of  the 

^TpVXrnSi''   parishes  of  St.  Clement's,  Banes,  St.  MartinU-in-the^ 

of  the  plague;   Fields,  St  James,  Westminster,  and  St.  PauFs,  Caveni 

that  there  was   Garden,  as  should  thereafter,  at  any  time,  happen  to  be 

no  resulting      visited  with  the  plague,  as  a  Pest  House  or  a  place  set 

trust  in  the  r    o     '  ^  r 

meanwhile  for  apart  for  their  relief,  and  for  severing  them  from  the  well 

the  donor  or  j 

bis  heirs, 

though  the 

plague  had  not  reappeared  for  more  than  1 80  years. 

In  taking  an  account  of  rents  with  which  a  Defendant  is  charged  by  the  decree, 
any  allowance  for  lasting  improvements  can  only  be  co-extensive  with  the  period  of 
accounting. 
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and  uninfected)  for  their  use  and  relief,  during  their 
sickness  and  until  their  recovery  and  no  longer,  and  for 
a  burying  place  for  the  dead  of  the  said  parishes  dying 
of  such  sickness,  and  to  and  for  no  other  use,  intent  or 
purpose  whatsoever ;  and  also,  from  time  to  time  for 
ever  hereafter,  for  and  during  such  times  as  the  said 
parish,  or  any  of  them,  should  be  visited  with  the 
plague,  permit  and  suffer  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parishes  and  of 
each  of  them,  for  the  time  being,  to  apply  and  con- 
vert the  premises  and  all  the  buildings  then  erected, 
or  which  should  thereafter  be  erected  upon  the  same,  to 
the  use  of  such  poor  inhabitants  as  should  be  infected 
as  aforesaid,  and  for  a  burying  place  for  such  as  should 
die  infected  as  aforesaid,  but  subject  always,  to  the 
government,  oversight  and  direction  of  the  said  Sir 
William  Craven,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  the  ends 
aforesaid." 

The  Pest  House  Field  was  never  required  for  the 

^8e  of  persons  visited  with  the  plague,  or  for  the  burial  of 

persons  dying  thereof,  and  after  the  death  of  the  grantor, 

ciowo  to  the  year  1732,  it  continued  to  be  enjoyed  by 

^Iie  owners  of  the  Craven  estate,  as  part  thereof.     But 

^^   1732  buildings  having  been  erected  on  the  ground, 

^nd  rents  received  in  respect  thereof,  the  four  parishes 

^^iterested  applied  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  an  m- 

J^  amotion,  to  restrain  the  erection  thereon  of  any  build- 

&  togs,  in  the  shape  of  dwelling  houses,  shops  or  the  like, 

^^nd   insisting  on  the.  ground  being  preserved  in  its 

^^riginal  state. 

Thereupon,  a  compromise  was  entered  into  in  1734, 

^^nd  an  act  of  parliament  (7  Geo.  2,  c.  ii)  obtained,  inti- 

trilled  "  An  Act  for  discharging  a  certain  Piece  of  Ground 

^i^alled  the  Pest  House  Field  from  certain  Charitable 

T'rusts,  and  for  settling  another  Piece  of  Ground  of  equal 

Extent, 
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Extent,  and  in  a  more  convenient  Place,  upon  the  s^ 
Trusts/'  was  passed,  for  carrying  the  same  into  eSEc 
This  act  recited,  among  other  things,  the  deed  of  16« 
that  there  had  been  no  occasion  for  a  pest  bouse 
burying  ground,  that  the  land  and  grounds  adjoining  i 
field  were  then  built  into  tenements,  generally  inbabiC 
by  persons  of  quality,  to  whom  a  pest  house,  if  the  plag:::^^^ 
should  break  out,  would  be  a  great  annoyance,  that 
the  field  should  continue  as  it  then  was,  partly  unbui 
it  would  be  a  nuisance  to  the  neighbourhood,  and  th.  ^^e 

William  third  Baron   Craven  had  contracted  for  tlr^" 
purchase  of  certain  lands  in  the  parish  of  Paddingtom^  ^^^I^' j 
consisting  in   part  of  two  messuages  called  Byaxi^^^"^^    i 
Watering  Place  (now  Bayswater),  and  three  acres  c^  . 

ground   adjoining  the  same ;    and   also  recited,  th^^^  ^ 
**  William  third   Baron   Craven  was  willing  and  de 
sirous  that  part  of  the  land  and  premises,  so  contracted'! 
for,  should  be  settled  and  assured  for  the  charitabl 
uses  mentioned  in  the  said  conveyance  of  the  7th  da^  - 
of  December,  1687,  upon  the  condition,  that  the  Pi 
House  Field  should  be  vested  in  him,  discharged  of  al 
the  trusts  of  the  first  recited  conveyance,  and  bad  pi 
posed  to  the  respective  churchwardens  and  overseers 
the  poor  of  the  several  parishes  intended  to  be  assistec^ 
and  relieved  by  the  said  charity,  to  set  out,  assign  anc:^ 
allot  part  of  the  premises  in  the  parish  of  Paddingtor^ 
aforesaid,  of  equal  dimensions  with  and  of  a  more  con^^ 
venient  situation  than  the  said  Pest  House  Field  for  i\\9iW 
purpose,   and   the  said    churchwardens   and   overseei 
accepted   the   said    proposal,  and    were   desirous  thai 
the  same  might  be  put  into  execution,  but  as  the  Pes 
House  Field   could   not   be   vested   in   William   thii 
Baron  Craven  discharged  of  the  trusts  of  the  fii'st  re 
cited  indenture  of  release,"   without  an   act   of  par 
liament,  it  was  thereby  enacted,  that  Byard's  Waterin 
Place  and  adjoining  lauds  should  be  vested  in  "  Fulwa\ 

Cravi 
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I  and  William  Craven,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for 
pon  the  trusts  and  to  and  for  the  ends,  intents  and 
es  thereinafter  mentioned,  expressed  and  declared 
concerning  the  same,  and  to  and  for  no  other  use, 
or  purpose  whatsoever."  And  it  was  thereby 
1  and  declared,  that  Fulwar  Craven  and  William 
%,  and  their  heirs,  should  stand  and  be  seised  of 
the  premises  thereby  vested  in  them  as  aforesaid, 

trust  to  permit  the  said  William  third  Baron 
I,  and  his  heirs,  at  his  and  their  own  costs  and 
B,  to  erect  and  build,  upon  some  convenient  part 
)remises,  one  or  more  good  substantial  brick  mes- 
)r  messuages,  tenement  or  tenements,  of  as  great 
ions,  and  to  consist  of  as  many  apartments,  rooms 
Bees  as  were  delineated  and  described  in  a  plan 
on  for  that  purpose,and  signed  by  the  said  William 
3aron  Craven,  and  all  or  the  major  part  of  the 
wardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  for  the  time 
:)f  each  of  the  said  parishes  of  St.  Clement's, 
,  St,  Martin  S'ln-the-Fields,  St.  James,  West- 
•,  and  St.  PauTs,  Covent  Garden^  and  left  in  the 
rooms  or  houses  of  those  parishes  respectively, 
so  to  enclose  the  said  piece  or  parcel  of  ground 
good  substantial  brick  wall ;  and  also  that  they, 
1  trustees,  should  permit  and  suffer  the  said  mes- 
»  tenements  and  buildings  so  to  be  erected  and 
md  the  ground  and  premises  so  intended  to  be 
d,  to  be  used,  occupied,  applied  and  disposed  of 
ist  house,  for  the  relief,  support,  comfort,  use  and 
ience  of  such  of  the  poor  inhabitants  of  the 
«  of  St.  Clement's,  Danes,  St.  Martin^ s-in'the- 

St,  James,  Westminster,  and  St.  PauTs,  Covent 
n,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  as  should,  at  any 
lereafter,  be  visited  with  the  plague,  and  to  the 
they  might  be  severed  from  the  well  and  unin- 

during  their  sickness  and  until  their  recovery, 

and 
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and  no  longer,  and  for  a  burial  place  for  tbe  dead  of 
said  parishes  respectively  dying  of  such  sickness,  i 
for  no  other  use,  intent  or  purpose  whatsoever;  and  a. 
in  trust  to  permit  and  suffer  the  said  messuage  calW 
The  Earl  of    Bynrd*s  Watering  Place,  so  vested  in  the  said  trustec^^ 
Craven.       ^^  y^^^  fp^j^  ^^^^  ^  time,  used  and  occupied  by  such  pc 

son  or  persons  as  should  attend  the  said  persons  so  vc^- 
fected,  during  the  time  of  such  infection;  and  alsoth^^ 
the  said  trustees  should  for  ever  thereafter,  during  sue  ^ 
times  as  the  said  parishes,  or  any  of  them,  should  b^ 
visited  with  the  plague,  permit  and  suffer  the  churchj^ 
wardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parishes 
so  visited  and  infected  respectively,  for  the  time 
to  apply  and  convert  the  premises  and  all  the  buildingr 
erected  and  built,  or  which  should  thereafler  be  erect 
and  built  upon  the  same,  to  and  for  the  use  and  benefii 
of  such  poor  inhabitants  as  should  be  so  infected,  ac . 
aforesaid,  and  for  a  burying  place  for  such  as  shoul(9 
die  of  the  said  infection;  but  subject  always  to  th» 
government,  oversight  and  direction  of  the  said  jPtf/tror 
Craven  and   William  Craven  and  their  heirs."     Ancs 
upon  trust  that  the  trustees  **  should,  by  and  out  o 
the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the  premises  so  vestec 
in  them,"  keep  the  messuages,  &c.,  and  walls  "  in  goocr:^ 
and  tenantable  repairs."     The  act  then  vested  the  Pesm'  "^^ 
House  Field  in  Lord  Craven^  discharged  from  the  cha^ — '^ 
ritable  trusts. 

The  premises  so  limited  by  the  act  to  Fulwar  Craven^  ^ 
and  William  Craven  remained  for  some  lime  an  open 
piece  of  ground,  but  building  and  repairing  leases  had 
since,  under  powers,  been  granted  by  the  Craven  family^ 
of  parts  of  the  premises  so  subject  to  the  charitable 
trusts,  and  various  dwelling-houses  and  other  buildings^ 
had   been  erected    thereon,  and   the  rents  and   profits^ 

thereof 
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therc^of  had   been  received   by  the  Craven  family^  as 
had    l>^en  the  case  with  the  Pest  House  Field. 

I^hi^  iDformatioQ  prayed,  that  it  might  be  declared, 
^^SL^  'tLhe  premises  vested  in  Fulwar  Craven  and  William 
Cr€M  c^^ai  by  the  act,  upon  the  charitable  trusts  therein 
°^^i^  cloned,  had  ever  since  been  and  still  were  subject  to 
suclx  c^haritable  trusts;  that  the  boundaries  of  the  pre- 
mi8^^  might  be  ascertained ;  that  an  account  might  be 
^*^^  «:^  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises,  received 
^y  ^Ifc.^  trustees  in  possession  thereof,  and  that  the  same 
"^■S^^  ^  be  paid  into  Court  for  the  benefit  of  the  charity ; 
^"^^  v^ew  trustees  might  be  appointed,  and  a  scheme^ 
®®^^J  ^^d  for  the  administration  of  the  trusts  of  the  charity ; 
^^  "^  ^^  receiver  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises, 
****^^  ^c:t  to  the  charitable  trusts,  might  be  appointed ;  and 


tha^ 
by    i 


"^lie  trustees  now  in  possession  might  be  restrained, 
^^XJ  u>^c^<>°i  A*om  receiving  the  rents  and  profits. 
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thi^ 


^  v^ra  the  part  of  the  Craven  family,  the  answer  was 

^ that,  soon  after  the  act  passed,  a  row  of  one-storied 

^^8  had  been  erected  on  the  premises,  which  were  let, 
tct  to  the  tenants  giving  them  up  at  any  time  on  the 


'  ^^ing  out  of  the  plague ;  that  these  houses  had  been 
^*^^'^down,  and  six  villa  residences  had  been  erected  in 
^^^"•^  stead ;  that  the  land  originally  granted,  as  well  as 
^^'^     substituted  by  the  act  of  parliament,  had  always 
7^^^  conpidered  as  part  of  the  Craven  estates,  and  en- 
"^      ^ed  as  such,  though  subject  to  be  used  for  a  pest  house 
^^^  buryiifg  ground,  whenever  the  plague  should  ap- 
*^^iir ;    that  in  all  the  leases  of  the  premises  a  power 
^^d  always  been  reserved,  to  re-enter  as  soon  as  the 
blague   should   appear,  and   that  the  successive  pos- 
^^ssors  were,  at  all  times,  ready  to  give  eflFect  to  the 
t^ix>vi8ion8  of  the  original  grant  and  the  act  of  par- 
liament, had  the  time  for  doing  so  arrived ;  that  every 

party 


m 


tm. 
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jNtfty  dttdillg  iriik  fli6  itid  premises  had  ootke  oF  th 
tnittt;  tfait  illdl  dttfiteble  trugta  had  never  ari&eii,  b^ 
ration  *tiit^  mm  tbe  passing  of  the  act,  the  plagu»  sl 
Irild  iMIVtf  uMld,  in  toy  of  the  parishes  for  whos»  s 
IMMRI  Am  |MlimM  Here  intended,  and   until    tha.^ 
4Mat  iMMMd,  mum  ivas  a  resulting  trust  for  tb»  m 
««iMni«f  tt«  CVttMl  estates;   that  it  had  been  pro^^c::] 
fMtfeA  'io  iavtM  the  \aikd  in  trustees,  in  trusty  whets  ^ 
ft  enM  ilJdidd   litee  wUn    it  might    becon^e   neces^ 
iillytoplMlde  ibr  tibe  Objects  of  the  chanty,  to  rais».s 
ttkMey^  by  ilki  or  mOHgage,   for  purchaBing  a   pe&^^ 
limiMr  turn'  tmrM  groittid,   and   in   the   meantime,  imJM 
tpfltj  die  mits  end  ptosis  for  the  purposes  of  th 
idlhAlf,  ikidi,  ftatject  ihereto,  to  pay  the  same  to  th 
fHfifitflMleAcleltyetltided  to  the  Craven  ^st^Xes;  au^ 
«tt  art  df  IMulteiDeklt  bed  been  applied  for  for  that  pur  ' 
fKNNft,  Iktt  Imi  Mt  been  obtained;  and  that  in  1854^  ? 
propcMl  bid  been  nede^  for  substituting  other  land  an» 
buildings  for  those  settled  in  1734 ;  but  before  anything 
bad  been  done,  the  present  information  was  filed  b^' 
the  Attorney-General,  in  pursuance  of  the  certificat^P* 
of  the  Charity  Commissioners. 

*    The  Solicitor- General  and  Mr.  T.  H.  Terrell,  for  th.  ^" 

Plaintiff.     This  charity  is  not  confined  to  the  plagui 

but  may  be  made  available  for  cases  of  small-pox 

cholera.      In  cases  where  a  gift  has  been  made  to  m 

contingent  charity  which  has  never  taken  effect^  the  giflk  ^' 

does  not  fail,  but  has  been  held  to  be  a  gift  to  charit|^-^ 

generallyy  and  the  rents  are  applicable  cy  prit^    At--^ 

tomey- General  v.  The  Bishop  of  Chester  (a)^  in  whictS 

case,  a  legacy  bequeathed  by  Archbishop  Seeker,  f< 

establishing  a  bishopric  in  North  America,  was  beld^"^ 

valid,  though  no  bishop  had  as  yet  been  appointed  s. 

and  ultimately  the  gift  was  applied  to  some  charity.^ 

So  in  Attorney- General  v.  The  Corporation  of 

di 
(a)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  444. 
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ion  (^s),  a  trost  for  the  advancement  of  Christianity  in 

Afncr-icOf  wanting  objects  in  the  province  described,  did 

not   fail  but  was  appointed  de  novo.    And  in  the  case 

of    CL     ^ft    for    the   redemption   of   British  slaves  in 

T\iTkc2f  ^r  Barbary^  there  being  no  British  slaves  to 

■■edeoin,  nor  any  object  of  charity  at  all  resembling  the 

specific  object,  the  gift  was  applied  to  the  purposes  of 

edac3.tion  and  the  support  and  assistance  of  charity 

sehools    in  England  and  Wales;  Attorney- General  v. 

*"®    -trtmmongert^  Company (6).    They  also  cited  LoS" 

camb^    T.  Wintringham{c);    Williams  v.  Kershaw  (d); 

J^^rtirt  V.  Margham  {e). 

^Mf.  Roupell,  Mr.  Giffard,  Mr.  Selwgn  and  Mr. 
-^  */»ai£^/^  fQf  ^g  several  parishes,  in  the  same  interest  as 
^^^  I^laintiff. 


1866. 


IVti 


>  a.  Palmer  VLud  Mr.  Wickens,  for  the  Craven  family, 
original  donor,  the  Earl  of  Craven^  directed,  that 
'    his  own  death,  the  income  of  the  property  should 


'Applied  in  keeping  the  buildings  thereon  in  a  fit  state, 
^■"  the  use  and  relief  of  such  of  the  poor  of  the  four 
P^cifi^j  parishes  as  should  be  visited  with  the  plague. 


lotii 


^g  their  sickness,  and  till  their  recovery  and  no 


^^er,  and  the  property  was  also  to  be  used  as  a  burying 

^  ^c^   fQj.  ^g  jgj^j  Qf  ^hg  s£Lme  parishes  dying  of  such 

^^•^ess,  and  to  and  for  no  other  use,  intent  or  pur- 

r    Be    whatsoever.      The  property  therefore  is  subject 

^     liable  to  be  used  as  a  pest  house  and   burying 

^-  ^^^d  whenever  the  plague  shall  re-appear ;  but  until 

J     ^  plague  shall  so  re-appear,  there  is  a  resulting  trust 

^'^Vour  of  the  donor  and  his  heirs,  or  those  claimingr 

'^^r  or  through  him.    The  object  of  the  gift  was  not 

S^Ueral  charitable  purpose,  but  a  particular  purpose, 


S?>    3  Bro.  C.  C,  171. 
^j^^>    lO  CL  4  F.  908;  Cr.  * 
ai<^   ^8;  md  lee  S.  C.  2  Beav. 

^5    2lfyi.^X.67e. 


contingent 

(r)  13  Beav.  87. 

(d)  5C/.*F.  Ill,  n. 

(0  14  Sim.  230. 


The 

Attormet- 

Gbrbrai. 

The  Earl  of 
Craven. 
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contingent  upon  a  certain  event,  which  has  not  ha] 
pened;  if  it  should  ever  happen,  the  trust  will  ther 
arise.     The  application  of  the  rents  and  the  mode  c 
dealing  with  the  property  have  been,  from  1687  to  tl 
present  time,  the  same  as  now,  and  have  proceeded  a 
along  upon  the  footing,  that  if  ever  the  plague  shoul, 
re-appear,  the  property  should  be  applied  for  the  beneA" 
of  the  poor  of  the  four  parishes  as  directed  by  the  gi  A* 
They  cited   Attorney^ General  v.  The  Bishop  of  O- 
ford  (a) ;   A  ttomey-  General  v.  Boultbee  (6) ;   Attorney 
General  v.  Goulding  (c) ;  Corbyn  v.  French  (d  )  ; 
torney-General  v.  Whitchurch  {e) ;  Moggridge  v.  Thac. 
well  (/) ;   Mills  v.  Farmer  {g) ;    Stansfield  v.  JTa< 
ham{h);  Habergham  v.  Vincent(i) ;  Attorney- Gt 
V.  The  Mayor  of  Bristol  (A) ;  Cherry  v.  Mott  (I). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Feb.  11.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case    turns   on    the  construction  of  the  act 
parliament.     Undoubtedly,  where  there  is  any  obscur 
in  the  act  of  parliament  regulating  a  charity,  you  na 
refer  to  the  original  endowment  to   remove   that 
scurity.     I   am  of  opinion,  that,   on   the  constructs 
of  these  documents,  the  land  in  question  is  held 
trust  for  charitable  purposes.     To  this  extent  I  conc:::^^ 
in  the  argument  of  Counsel  that,  if  the  gift  to  the  char" 
be  really  a  springing  use,  that  is,  if  the  gift  to  char' 
is  not  to  take  effect  until  a  particular   event  occi^ 
a  resulting  trust  exists  in   favour  of  the  donor  and     J 
heirs,  until  the  charity  arises;  and,  therefore,  as  far 

t*^ 


(o)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  444,  n. 
(6)  2  Ves.ju7i.  :J80. 
(c)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  428. 
{d)  4  Vrs.  418. 
(e)  3  Vts.  141. 
(J)  7  Vet.  36. 


55. 


(g)  19  r*«.  485;  S.  C.13— 


of 
hy 
ay 
-b- 

Sty 

rs, 

^■\is 

us 


(A)  10  Ves.  273. 
(i)  2  Ves.jun,  204. 
{k)  2  Jac.  4-  W,  294,  313. 
(/;  1  Myl.  4-  Cr.  123. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


401 


>  a-t:-  argument  goes,  I  am  in  favour  of  the  Defendant,  and 
» 1  r^ln  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  full  benefit  of  it.  If,  there- 
f  ^,  the  proper  construction  of  this  act  of  parliament  is 
t  i^  = — that  no  charitable  trust  is  imposed  on  the  property 
"^^il  the  plague  shall  appear  in  this  country,  I  am  then 

opinion,  that  there  is  a  resulting  trust  in  favour  of  the 
>»=fccDr  and  his  heirs,  and  that  they  are  entitled  to  the 
'o#its  arising  from  the  property  until  that  event  arises. 

^^y  the  act  of  parliament,  because  it  regulates  this 
^^^,  though,  no  doubt,  the  deed  may  properly  be  re- 
*"r^d  to,  but  only,  as  I  have  stated,  for  the  purpose 
^  c^onstruing  any  portions-  of  the  act  of  parliament 
l^ic:h  may  be  ambiguous  or  obscure  in  themselves. 
^^^t:.  my  opinion  is,  that,  in  fact,  there  is  no  substantial 
"^tinction  between  the  deed  of  1687  and  the  act  of 
^>*liament. 


1856. 


The 
Attorney- 
General 

V. 

The  Earl  of 
Craven. 


I  now  proceed  to  examine  both  of  them  for  the 
^*^*jDose  of  ascertaining  what  are  the  trusts  affecting 
^i^  land.  The  trusts  imposed  by  the  deed  of  1687 
^^**e  these : — In  the  first  place,  during  the  life  of  the 
^^**1,  the  donor,  he  reserved  to  himself  the  life  interest, 
^*^ti  full  power  to  deal  with  the  lands  as  he  pleased  ; 
"'^^  ,  subject  to  that,  upon  his  death,  the  trust  was  not 
^^i*cly  to  devote  the  land  to  the  purpose  of  relieving 
^^■■^ons  infected  with  the  plague,  whensoever  the  plague 
should  arise,  but  it  created  a  present  trust,  in  the  mean- 
^'^e.and  before  that  event  arose,  to  preserve  the  land 
^^i  such  a  state,  that  it  might  be  proper  for  the  reception 
^*^  persons  who  might  be  infected  with  the  plague. 


In  my  opinion,  the  words  are  clear.     I  think  there 

^re   two  distinct  trusts  specified  m  this  deed :  one  of 

nem   ig^  to  preserve  the  property  in  a  state  ready  at 

^y  tiixie  to  receive  patients,  and  the  other  is,  to  re- 

*^e  the  persons  infected,  when  the  plague  should  arise. 

"^OI-.  XXI.  D  D  If 
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ttAftt  bo  the  true  cougtruction^  it  appears  to  me  Irop^ 
iBdfr  to  My,  that  there  was  not  always  a  present  exislLH 
trust.     It  is   a   present   existing  charita^E^ 
if  m  person^  having  followed  all  the  fonnalil^:^ 


by  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  givem  land 
to  be  preserved  in  the  particular  state  req 
fcr^tny  p&rticular  charity,  whenfoever  that  partic 
tiUttg'siiaU  arise,  and  directs  that  it  shall  be  applied^ 
M'Olbor  purpose  whatsoever.    Now,  what  are  the  wor  ^ 
[JEfb  JBbm^  read  them,]     There  is  Dothipg  whatever 
liMir  tiial  that  is  to  be  done  at  m  future  remote  peri 
MldMieoiltraTy, it  is  to  be  done  from  and  after  the  de^^^s^lli 
oC  tibo  SarL    The  property  is  therefore  immediately^     to 
IpMpporled,  preserved  and  maintained  in  such  a  st.sa.Ee^ 
Ifftit  U  OMiy  be  applied  for  the  relief  and  support  of     t:he 
pooriMted  with  the  plague,  and  as  a  place  set  ap^xt 
fMT  tfaendy  and  severed  from  the  well  and  uninfected  p^rl 
oC  the  community,  and  "  for  a  burying  place  for    th^ 
imd/'    Suppose  it  had  ended  there;  there  would  hi^^ifl 
been  a  complete,  perfect,  distinct  and  separate  troftC.  ^^ 
preserving  this  land  always  for  that  purpose. 

The  next  is  this :  ^His  Honor  read  the  passage^p.  3&^j 
There  is  a  separate  trust,  that  is  to  say,  whenever  ^^ 
occasion  should  arise,  to  allow  the  parishes  immediS'^^y 
to  apply  the  premises  for  the  benefit  of  the  poor  of  tb^'^ 
parishes.  The  first  trust  is,  to  preserve  it  in  a  fit  st^^ 
for  the  parishes,  in  fact,  to  preserve  it  as  a  pest  hospi^^' 
and  to  do  this  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  lan^^ ' 
and  whenever  the  plague  should  appear,  to  allovr  <^^ 
poor  to  be  taken  there. 


It  is  obvious,  that  the  trusts  would  have  been  cc^*^"* 
pletely  defeated,  if  the  property  were  allowed  to  be  bt»^ 
over.     It  would  no  longer  be  a  building  proper  fort-^* 
reception  of  the  poor  infected  with  the  plague,  o^         . 

coir     * 
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they  be  kept  severed  from  the  **  well  and  unin-        1866. 
I"  portion  of  the  community. 

was  argued,  that  the  expression  ^'  houses  to  be 
3d  thereon"  shewed,  that  the  donor  contemplated 
fresh  houses  should  be  built  there.  That  is  not 
material,  because  it  is  made  perfectly  clear  by  the 
f  parliament;  but  even  on  this,  I  should  consider 
it  referred  either  to  such  buildings  only  as  the 
himself  should  put  on  it  during  his  lifetime,  which 
ad  the  power  of  doing,  or  to  any  reinstatement 
ny  proper  pest  house  itself;  that  is  to  say,  the 
ital  for  infected  people,  if  that  should  become 
isary,  at  any  future  period.    What  took  place  in 

is  not  a  matter  of  very  great  importance;  but, 
r  as  it  goes,  it  confirms  the  view  which  I  take  of 
case.  I  think  the  parishes  took  a  correct  view 
16  construction  of  this  deed,  when  they  gave  in- 
tions,  in  1732,  for  an  application  to  the  Court  of 
)cery,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  erection  of 
buildings,  in  the  shape  of  dwelling-houses,  or 
B,  or  the  like.  In  fact  it  was,  in  my  opinion,  a 
;h   of  trust,   when  any  houses   whatsoever  were 

upon  it;  for,  by  no  possibility,  could  the  trusts 
aally  prescribed  by  the  original  deed  be  carried 
sffect,  if  fresh  houses  were  built  upon  the  land. 

18  also  to  be  observed,  that  in  the  original  deed,  no 
ts  are  spoken  of  at  all,  except  rents  and  profits  to 
>plied  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  it  in  repair.  It 
le  it  says  '^  out  of  the  rents  and  profits."  In  that 
ict  there  is  a  very  slight  variation  between  the  deed 
the  act  of  parliament.  It  says  **  out  of  the  rents 
profits;"  and  it  seems  to  anticipate,  that  all  the 
(  and  profits  would  be  required  for  that  purpose,  for 
ipressly  directs  that  they  shall  be  employed  for  no 
D  D  2  other 
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othflr  porpote  whatsoever.     If  it  were  supposed  that  t- 

place  could  only  be  inhabited  by  a  surgeon  and  by  si 

fttUndants  as  would  probably  be  required,  for  the  p  ti/v 

pOiOlrf  tending  tile  sick  when  tbe  plague  arose^  the  BXi^^^^^i 
lenladerifed  ftooQ  the  property  and  frotn  the  dep^tur  ^k  ng 
el  the  kuid  would  not,  in  all  probahihty,  be  more  l! 

,  (at  all  events  in  the  early  time)  for  the  f^ 
of  duly  preserving  the  buildings,  then  erectecL       ^jn 
Ab  dttce  acres,  iti  such  a  &tate  as  would  make  theixra      fi|_ 
Cmt  the  leeeption  of  infected  poor  persons. 


Mi} 


m^M 


•  How  what  took  pkce  in  1732  was  this: — the  parisbes 
gave  directioQS  that  a  bill  be  tiled  in  Cbancery,  for  aa 
hganetion  to  restrain  the  building  of  any  bouses  upon  it; 
Md  tbeieopon  Lord  Craven  entered  into  a  comproojif^^  I 
1m  had  negotiated  long  before,  but  he  now  entered  in^o 
I  with  the  parishesi  which  waa  carried  fra  t*^ 
;  hy  means  of  an  act  of  parhanient.  It  is  imports  v^^ 
to  obsarve  what  their  claim  was  at  the  time  this  coirV*" 
promise  was  entered  into.  The  claioi  which  was  mat:^^ 
by  the  parishes  was  this ;— that  Lord  Craven  was  hour» 
to  preserve  the  land  exactly  in  the  state  in  which  tl^^ 
Earl  left  it,  except  so  far  as  inight  be  necessary  to  1^^.^^^^ 
the  pest  house  and  buildings  in  repair.  They  dispul 
the  right  to  erect  any  building  whatever  on  the  prei 
and  to  settle  that  matter,  the  act  of  parliament  wi 
passed,  which  transferred  the  trusts  to  the  three  acre^^^  ^ 
at  Craven  Hill  at  Bayswater.  Before  I  proceed  to^^^^^ 
inquire  what  those  were,  it  is  important  to  observe,  ^  ^ 
that  the  Craven  family  have  been  doing  exactly  the 
very  thing  at  Bayswater,  the  right  to  do  which  was 
contested  at  Carnaby  Market,  and  to  avoid  the  deter- 
mination of  which  question  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Craven  family,  the  act  of  parliament  was  passed,  trans- 
ferring the  trust  to  another  place. 


I  throw 
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I  throw  oat  of  consideration,  thereFore,  as  a  matter, 
in  wxMy  opinion  of  no  moment,  the  fact,  that  very  consi- 
dercLlle  rents  were  actually  received  between  1722  and 
1732,  when  Lord  Craven  was  doing  that  which  the 
parishes  contested  his  right  to  do ;  namely,  building 
houses,  and  erecting  shops,  and  doing  various  matters 
w-hioh  were  beneficial  for  the  owners  of  the  land. 


1856. 

The 
Attorney- 
General 

The  Earl  of 
Craven 


T'faen  the  act  of  parliament  passes.  It  recites  exactly 
^Iisit  had  taken  place  ;  it  recites  the  original  deed,  it  re- 
ci'tes  the  acts  which  have  occurred,  it  makes  a  long  recital 
'^'it.li  respect  to  the  property  to  be  taken  in  exchange. 
*^hen  it  proceeds  thus:  it  recites  that — [^see page  39i]. 
'^^ere  is,  therefore,  a  recital,  that  the  intention  was  to 
P^^  this  new  piece  of  land  exactly  in  the  same  situation 
^^  tlhe  old,  and  certainly  the  act  of  parliament  appears 
^^  lac  to  have  done  so.  If  I  am  right  in  the  construction 
'''^'^ioh  I  put  on  the  original  deed,  the  first  trust  imposed 
^*^  it  was,  to  preserve  it  always  in  a  fit  and  proper  state 
^'^  tie  instantaneous  reception  of  persons  infected  with 
^^  plague.  Thereupon  there  is  a  conveyance  of  this 
P*'^I>erty  to  the  uses  following  [see  page  395].  It  was 
^^V"eby  enacted  and  declared,  that  the  trustees  and  their 


th 


'^*^  **  should  stand  and  be  seised  of  and  in  the  premises 


^t'eby  limited  in  use  to  them  as  aforesaid,  upon  trust," 

**^  cio  what — [His  Honor  read  the  passage^  ante,  p.  395]. 

*^   *kct,  following  the  words  of  the  original  deed.    That 

t^Pears  to  me,  again,  to  be  a  plain  trust,  arising  the 

^^*»ient  the  act  of  parliament  passed,  and  that  the  land 

^^  vested  in  the  trustees,  to  keep  it  and  preserve  it  in 

^tate  for  the  reception  of  persons  infected   by  the 

*^    ^^ue  and  for  no  other  purpose  whatsoever,  that  is  to 

^■y  >  to  have  built  on  it  such  a  building  as  was  agreed  on 

^  ^  ^hat  purpose,  which  should  be  a  fit  and  proper  hos- 

■^^^^1  for  the  reception  of  persons  infected  by  the  plague, 

and 
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and  a  proper  place  for  the  residence  of  medical  offict 
and  then  eurrounded  with  a  precinct,  not  connected  ^ 
any  adjoining  houses  but  Inclosed  by  a  wall,  and 
apart,  so  that  they  should  be  separated  from  the  res^ 
the  comnmnity.     That  was  the  original  and  first  t» 
which  was  imposed  oa  it*     Then  it  goei  on  exactly 
the  same  words— [see  pa^e  396]*      There  is  noi^M m  mg 
there  to  limit  the  use  atid  occupation  thereof  to  the  tim::2i€ 
of  infection.     It  is  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  j>^^^-       t 
flons  who  are  to  attend  to  them  during  the  time  of  t-  ^^        1 
infection,  but  the  apparent  and  obvious  meaning  is,  (i»^^        J 
it  was  to  be  applied  for  the  use  of  persons^  who  were  J^^ 


be  resident  in  it  and  ready  to  attend  to  persons  at  the  tin 


of  the  infection,  whenever  it  occurred.     Then  comes  tl^^ 
next  trust :  "  And  also  that  they  the  said  trustees  shoultt^ 
for  ever  thereafter,  during  such  times  as  the  said  parishes — '      ■. 
or  any  of  them  should  be  visited  with  the  plague,  permit  ^     _^ 
and  suffer  the  church  wardens'*  to  convert  the  premised  ^^^^ 
for  the  purpose  of  the  poor  who  were  infected  with  th^  * 
plague  [see  page  396]. 

Supposing  that  as  soon  as  this  act  bad  passed^  Lon^'"^*'^ 
Craven  had  covered  this  place  over  with  houseSy  it  imM^     ^ 
obvious  that  the  first  trust  would  have  been  completel^^  v 
destroyed,  and  the  object  of  having  a  place  ready  fo*::^^^ 
the  reception  of  persons  infected  with  the  plague,  an^^^^c^^f 
severed  from  the  rest  of  the  community,  could  not  hav 
been  carried  into  effect. 


It  is  to  be  observed  also,  that  this  land  is  vested 
trustees  to  permit  Lord  Craven  to  build  these  particols 
specified  buildings  upon  it,  and  for  the  other  specifie 
purposes,  but  "  for  no  other  purpose  whatsoever/'  '^^^y 
what  reasonable  or  fair  construction  can  it  be  contender— ^^» 
that  when  it  is  directed,  that  the  trustees  shall  pern — ^** 
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Jraven  to  put  a  building  of  a  particular  descrip-       1856* 
pon  it  for  certain  purpoees,  and  ''for  no  other 
«  whatsoever/'  they  can,  without  a  breach  of 
dermit  Lord  Craven  to  cover  it  all  over  with  other 
igSy  for  his  own  use  and  benefit 

obvious,  that  this  very  thing  which  the  Craven 
have  been  doing,  with  respect  to  this  piece  of 
t  Bayswater,  is  the  very  thing  the  right  to  do 
was  contested  with  respect  to  the  three  acres  at 
by  Market,  and  which  (for  such  appears  to  me  to 
effect  of  the  compromise)  it  was  admitted  they 
»  right  to  do,  and  therefore  it  was  transferred  to 
r  piece  of  land,  in  order  that  such  other  piece  of 
light  be  duly  preserved  for  the  charity. 

[  have  before  stated,  I  go  along  with  the  Oc- 
t's Counsel  to  this  extent : — that  if  this  land  had 
levoted  to  trusts  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  an 
l1,  and  devoting  it  for  these  purposes,  when  and 
1  as  the  plague  appeared,  my  opinion  would  have 
;hat  there  was  a  resulting  trust  in  favour  of  the 
and  his  heirs ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  here  was  an 
iate  trust,  directing  its  immediate  application,  and 
;  it  and  preserving  it  in  a  state  for  the  purpose  of 
reption  of  persons  infected,  with  the  plague,  and 
other  purpose  whatsoever. 

also  to  be  observed,  with  respect  to  the  applica- 
the  rents,  the  expression  is  a  little  more  strong 
net  than  in  the  deed.  In  the  deed,  it  is  ''  out  of 
ts,"  and  here  it  is  "by  and  out  of  the  rents." 
>t  think  that  any  thing  turns  on  that ;  because, 
opinion,  the  expressions  are  equivalent  in  both 
in  fact,  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  a  direction  for  the 

application 


The 

AT-rORtJtY- 

The  Earl  of 
Craybh. 


application  of  the  whole  of  the  rents;  and  there  j 
direction  whatever  that  any  surplus  or  reddue  shoulc 
applied  in  any  other  manner. 

It  IB  obviouB,  that  if  I  am  right  in  this  view  of  t:^^^ 
case,  the  authorities  which  have  been  cited  do  not  ap(^^* 
to  thJB  particular  cape*     In  the  case  of  The  Atiorne^fi 
General  v.  WAttchurch  (o),  which  is  a  leading  case  c^* 
the  subject^  laud  wiis  given  to  a  particular  charitable 
purpose  which  could  not  be  carried  into  effect*     Tba^ 
Court  held,  that  it  was  not  given  to  purposes  of  charity, 
but  that  the  whole  failed.    Not  only  do  I  concur  in  that 
decision,  but  I  have^  on  several  occasions,  expressed  my 
approbation  of  that  view  of  the  law;  and  I  am  certainly 
prepared  to  follow  it.    But  who  can  say,  when  this  deed 
was  executed  or  the  act  passed,  that  this  was  not  a 
charitable  trust  capable  of  being  performed ; — to  pre- 
serve land,  with  an  hospital  on  it,  in  such  a  state,  that 
should  be  fit  for  the   reception    of  persons  ill   of  the  ] 
plague,  if  the  plague  should  ever  occur ;  and  if  it  were 
ever  wholly  devoted   to  charity,   those  cases   do  not 
apply.     But  it  appears  to  me  that  if  this  were  a  present 
gift,  it  is  a  distinct  charitable  purpose  capable  of  being 
carried  into  effect.      No  doubt  if  the  plague  had  oc- 
curred as  frequently  subsequent  to  1665  as  it  had  done 
previously,  or  if  it  had  occurred  more  frequently,  as 
at  intervals  of  every  twenty  years,  no  question  whatever 
would  have  arisen,  but  the  land  would  always  have  been 
preserved  in  a  state  for  the  reception  of  persons  infected 
with  the  plague,  and  when  the  plague  appeared,  they 
would  immediately  have  been  taken  to  this  place.     In 
fact  it  is  only  the  interval  of  some  one  hundred  and 
ninety  years  which  has  occurred  since  the  plague  last 
appeared  in  this  country,  that  has  raised  any  questions 

whatever 
(a)  3  Ves.  141. 
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'vi^h^^^ver  aboat  it  Who  can  say  that  the  disease,  pro- 
pe  v-I  y  speaking,  called  the  Oriental  Plague,  may  not  occur 
^S^iv^  ?  I  go  into  no  speculations  of  what  constitutes 
Pl^^ue  or  not,  for  I  take  the  expression  in  the  strictest 
po^^i  ble  sense  for  the  benefit  of  the  Defendant,  and  say, 
5"  ^  ^  it  means  the  Oriental  Plague,  as  it  was  known  when 
'^  '^^i^ited  this  country  in  1666;  but  can  anybody  say  that 
i  1  I  never  arise  again  ?  It  is  obvious  that  the  first  trust, 
*^^ri  y  view  of  the  case,  has  been  completely  neglected. 


It 


the 

to 
to 


^  tie  present  state  and  condition  of  this  property,  and 
^     it  would  be  utterly  impossible,  if  the  plague  were 
l^reak  out  at  the  present  moment,  instantaneously 
^^onvey  a  set  of  infected  persons  to  any  place  on 
^       ground  fit  to  receive  them,  and  have  them  pro- 
^'^^  attended  to.     In  my  opinion,  the  first  trust  was  to 
^cnre  this  land  in  such  a  state,  that  this  might  be 
^^^1  and  to  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  land  for  that 
'^^^^pose. 


1866. 

The 

Attorney- 

Genbral 

o. 

The  Earl  of 

Craven. 


-^         Xlndoubtedly,  as  it  appears  to  me,  the  proposal  made 
^  the  Craven  family,  or  by  the  Earl  of  Craven,  which 


"as  mentioned,  would  not  have  satisfied  that  condition 

^^^  t  all.     If  I  am  right  in  the  view  I  take  of  this  case, 

^^  ae  parishes  were  entitled  to  the  three  acres  in  Carnaby 

^^^arket,  and  they  were  entitled  to  have  them  preserved 

^  n  that  state,  unless  it  was  found,  that  by  the  power  of 

^^his  Court,  it  might  be  applied  for  a  similar  purpose  in 

^i  more  beneficial  manner ;  but  that  land  was  entirely 

devoted  to  charity.     By  a  compromise,  sanctioned  by 

^he  legislature,  they  substituted  three  other  acres  for 

"that  purpose.    Those  three  other  acres  have  been  ap- 

'plied  by  the  Craven  family  exactly  in  the  manner  the 

^ght  to  do  which  w.as  disputed,  and,  in  my  opinion, 

])roperly  disputed,  at  an  early  part  of  the  last  century. 

Is  the  same  thing  to  go  on,  by  the  substitution  of  a 

fresh 
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fresh  piece  of  land ;  because  it  is  obvious  that  it  wooIc7 
be  merely  giving  a  piece  of  land  nominally.  It  would 
be  gradually  getting  further  off  from  the  parishes,  and  it 
would  be  gradually  getting  covered  with  buildings,  and 
it  would  never  be  in  a  state  in  which  it  could  be  applied 
for  the  reception  of  the  infected  poor :  and  to  contend 
that  the  trust  is  satisfied  by  telling  persons  who  take 
houses  there,  that  they  are  to  go  out  at  a  moment's 
notice,  if  persons  are  brought  there  infected  with  the 
plague,  is  simply  idle,  for  there  could  be  no  possibility 
of  enforcing  such  a  contract,  if  entered  into. 


Having  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  whole  of  this 
land  was  devoted  to  charity,  from  the  termination  of  the 
lire  of  the  first  Earl  Craven^  and  that  it  is  so  devoted  at 
this  moment,  the  next  question  is,  in  what  way  it  is  pro- 
per to  apply  it.  The  point  which  I  have  determined  is 
this: — that  the  interest  of  the  Craven  family  in  this 
land  is  nothing,  that  they  are  entitled  to  no  beneGt  in  it 
whatever,  but  that  the  whole  of  it  belongs  to  the  charity. 
The  next  question  is,  how  it  is  to  be  best  applied  to 
carry  into  effect  the  objects  of  the  founder,  and  whether 
that  would  be  best  performed  by  restoring  the  ground 
to  what  it  was  before,  that  is  to  say,  making  a  waste  of 
the  three  acres  at  Bayswater  and  Craven  Hill,  with  the 
pest  house  in  the  middle,  or  whether  it  would  be  better 
employed,  for  the  real  purpose  of  the  founder,  by  taking 
the  property  and  employing  it  for  the  erection  and  foun- 
dation of  an  hospital,  in  some  convenient  situation,  for 
the  reception  of  persons  who  might  be  infected  with  the 
plague  (if  ever  the  event  should  arise),  and  in  the  mean- 
time, for  persons  who  are  afflicted  with  any  infectious  or 
contagious  disorder. 


That   is  the  general  view  I  take  of  this  case,  and 
therefore  I  propose  to  make  such  a  declaration,  as  will 

enable 
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enable  the  Defendants  to  take  the  opinion  of  a  superior 
Coarty  by  wholly  excluding  their  interests,  and  to  declare 
that,  in  my  opinion,  the  whole  of  the  land  is  devoted  to 
charity.  I  will  then  refer  the  matter  to  Chambers,  to 
consider  in  what  manner  the  trusts  of  the  founder  can 
be  best  carried  into  effect,  or  as  near  thereto  as  may  be. 


The 

Attornet* 

General 

o. 

The  Earl  of 

Craven. 


I  must  direct  an  account  of  the  rents  of  the  property 
from  the  time  of  filing  the  information.  I  presume  that 
Counsel  will  not  ask  for  any  directions  respecting  lasting 
improvements.  If  they  do,  they  are  entitled  to  it ;  but 
any  allowance  for  lasting  improvements  can  only  be  for 
such  as  were  made  during  the  period  of  accounting  for 
the  rents. 
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FERRAND  t;  The  Corporation  of  BRADFORD. 

Jan,  31. 
The  clauses  of  ^T^HIS  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction,  to  restrain  the 
wOTkaCUiMes  corporation  of  Bradford  from  diverting  or  con- 
Act,"  1847,  tinning  to  divert  a  natural  stream  called  the  Sioain 
Wetlf^'Unds  ^oy^  stream,  or  taking  or  using  any  of  the  water 
and  streams,"  thereof,  until  the  purchase-money  or  compensation 
manner  as  should  be  ascertained  and  paid,  or  such  deposit,  by  way 
L °*d  ^Cl"  '^^^  ^^  security,  made,  and  such  bond  given,  as  required  by 
Consolidation  the  85th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 

plicable^to^  ^^^^  ^^^^  (^^»  *"^»  ^^^^^  ^''  questions,  as  to  reserving 
•*  lands;"  and  some  part  of  the  water  for  domestic  and  agricultural  pur- 
compensation,  poses  (other  than  irrigation)  should  have  been  settled. 
the  same  dis- 
tinction is 
taken  between  The  Swain  Royd  stream,  after  flowing  through  lands 

streams  lake  "^*  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff,  enters  his  lands,  which 

and  used"  and  are  situate  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Bradford^  below  a 

streams  inju-  p'^ce  called  Swain  Royd  Bottom^  and  continues  to  flow 

riously  af-  through   them,  either  under  the  same  name,  or  under 

fected. 

The  diver-  the  name  of  the  Cottingby  Becky  until  it  enters  the 

sionofa  river  ^fr«. 
stream  is  a 
**  taking  and 
using  it"  with- 
in the  mean-  By  the  5  &  6  Vict,  c.  vi,  the  Bradford  Waterworks 

section  of  the  Company  was  incorporated  and  authorized  to  construct 

LandsClauses  works  for  supplying  the  town  of  Bradford  with  water. 

aXSci!  b  By  the  Bradford  Waterworks  Act,  1854  (17  &  18  Vict. 

incorporated  c.  cxxix),  the  company  was  dissolved,  and  the  acts  re- 
in the  Water-  '                   ^      ^ 

works  Clauses  iating 

Act,  and  be-  {a)  8  4-9  Vkt  c  18. 
fore  such  diver- 
sion can  be  made,  the  value  of  the  stream  must  be  ascertained  and  secured  to  the 
owners  of  the  land  through  which  it  passes. 

Whether  by  diverting  a  stream,  the  river  into  which  it  used  to  flow  is  "  injuriously 
affected,"  or  **  taken  and  used,"  guare. 
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lat^ing  to  it  repealed,  and  it  was  thereby  enacted,  that        1856. 
"  t.he    Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845(a),      ^.^.^^^ 
(e^ccept  the  provisions  as  to  conversion  of  borrowed      *^errand 
mon^y    into  capital,)  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation         The 
Act,  1845(J),andtheWaterworksClause8Act,1847(c),  ^i^rrFoTD?^ 
sliotjlci  be  incorporated  therein;  that  the  proprietors  of 
®'^«»'c?»s,  &c.,  in  the  dissolved  company  should  be  incorpo- 
'^teci   by  the  name  of  the  Bradford  Waterworks  Com- 
pany 5    and  the  estates,  rights,  privileges  and  liabilities  of 
"^®  old  company  should  be  vested  in  and  binding  on  the 
iJeuv  oompany.  That  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  new  com- 
pany  ^Q  construct  waterworks  and  alter,  &c.  the  same, 
'f*  ^"^    line  and  on  the  levels,  and  upon  the  lands  de- 
'no^^t^d  on  the  plan  and  sections,  and  described  in  the 
^^^^*^    of  reference  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
^*"    ^h^  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  ForA,  and  to  enter 
PO-k:i^     purchase,  take,  and  use,   such   of   the  lands, 
****^i«ig8,  streams  and  waters,  mentioned  in  the  plan 
^      l^ook  of  reference,  as  should  be  necessary,  or  to 
^**^^     for  and  take  a  grant  of  any  easement,  right,  &c., 
^**    ^lie  same,  and  to  take  from  such  streams  of  water 
^•■^^  company  might  require  :  provided  always,  that, 
^^^=^  nstructing,  &c.,  the  works,  the  deviations  should 
^  ^<3Kceed  the  limits  shown  on  the  plan,  and  three  feet 

^  *^^  the  said  levels."  The  act  then,  after  reciting 
^^  ^^^i^n  128)  that  the  Swain  Royd^  thereby  authorized 
x^^  ^^^-^  appropriated,  flowed  through  the  estates  of  the 
^  ^  ^•^^  tiff  till  it  fell  into  the  river  Aire,  enacted,  that  the 

^^^^*^  any  should  make  compensation  to  the  Plaintiff  for 
j^^^  ^^  iversion  of  the  stream,  such  compensation,  if  not 
^y.  ^  ^""^ined  and  paid  within  one  calendar  month  from 
;^^  ^Commencement  of  such  diversion,  to  bear  lawful 

^  •      ^^^8t  till  paid ;   and  in  case  any  difference  should 
^^    touching  the  amount  of  such  compensation,  or  as 

to 

C<i)  8  4-9  Vkt.  c.  16.  {h)  8  4-9  Vict.  c.  18. 

(c)  10  4-11  Vkt.c.  17. 


Fbrravd 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

to  the  necessity  of  reserving,  for  the  domestic  and  agri- 
cultural purposes  of  the  Plaintiff's  estates,  other  than 
irrigation,  a  portion  of  the  waters  of  the  stream,  as 

^         therein    provided,  the  amount  of   compensation  and 
Corpor&tioii  oi 
Bradford,    quantity  (if  any)  should  be  ascertained  as  provided  by 

the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  for  settling 

cases  of  disputed  compensation. 

By  the  Brculford  Corporation  Waterworks  Act,  1854=J 
(17  &  18  Vict.  c.  cxxix),  the  Brculford  Waterworksis 
Company  were  authorized  to  sell  the  works  to  the  cor — 
poration  of  Bradford,  and,  on  the  execution  of  the  con — 
veyance,  all  their  powers,  authorities,  rights,  privileges 
and  liabilities  were  to  be  vested  in  and  binding  on  th^ 
corporation. 

A  subterraneous  conduit,  leading  from  another  spring 
to  the  waterworks,  passes  under  the  Staain  Boyd  streaix:? 
at  Swain  Royd  Bottom,  above  the  place  where  the 
stream  enters  the  Plaintiff's  lands.  Previous  to  1856, 
the  Bradford  Waterworks  Company  diverted  the  water 
of  the  Swain  Royd  stream,  by  means  of  a  channel  or 
culvert,  opened  through  the  bank  and  passing  into  the 
conduit,  nearly  at  the  point  where  the  Swain  Royd 
stream  passes  over  it.  This  diversion  was  made  with 
the  consent  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  the  company  were 
bound,  by  a  written  agreement  dated  22nd  October,  1852, 
on  the  determination  thereof  by  the  notice  as  therein 
mentioned,  to  restore  the  stream  to  its  original  channel, 
and  replace  the  banks  in  their  original  state.  On  the 
5th  of  August,  1854,  the  Plaintiff  gave  notice  to  de- 
termine the  agreement,  and  the  culvert  was  stopped  up 
in  June,  1855. 

In  1855,  the  corporation  opened  negociations  with 
the  Plaintiff  for  the  purchase  of  the  Swain  Royd  stream^ 
which  were  broken  off  in  November  of  that  year. 

On 


Ferramd 

r. 
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CI>Km  Saiwrdatf,  the  22Dd  December,  1855,  the  town  1856. 
ol^x-ls.  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  a  letter,  stating,  that  the 
crov-3> oration  had  determined  to  divert  the  Swain  Rayd, 
^EM<3.  that  the  water  would  be  taken  into  the  conduit  at  The 
€.ka^  ^nd  of  the  ensuing  week,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  B^ofoEo. 
isbo^jald  be  informed  of  the  exact  time  when  the  ap- 
propriation would  take  place,  in  order  that  the  interest 
the  compensation  to  be  awarded  to  him  might  be 
iputed  fairly;  and,  on  the  same  day,  he  sent  the 
E^  1  ja.i  xitiff  another  letter  to  the  same  effect,  and  also  a 
^mn^ilar  letter  to  the  Plaintiff's  agent. 


On  Monday,  the  24tb  December,   the  corporation, 

'^itl^cut  further  communication  with  the  Plaintiff,  di- 

^v^sr^^l  the  whole  of  the  stream  into  the  conduit,  and  no 

"^^^^r  of  the  stream  had  since  flowed  through  the  Plain- 

^^f »  lands.    This  diversion  was  also  made  at  a  point 

"^'^>^v  the  limits  of  lateral  deviation  allowed  by  the  act, 

^•^^   ^^as,  therefore,  more  injurious  to  the  Plaintiff  by 

**^^^*"cepting  water  of  which  he  would  otherwise  have 

**^d    ti^e  benefit    On  the  26th  December,  the  Plaintiff's 

S^ot    wrote  a  letter  to  the  town  clerk,  disputing  the 

^*^^   ^>f  the  corporation  to  divert  the  streams,  without 

^  ^I>ljing  wilh  the  provisions  of  the  Lands  Clauses 

^   *^^<^lidation  Act,  incorporated  in  the  Waterworks 

p      ^^^^  corporation,  on  the  27th  December,  served  the 

^      *  ^^  tiff  with  notice,  that  the  stream  was  required  for 

X^  mirposes  of  the  act,  and  requested  him  to  deliver  a 

^^:iient  of  the  interest  claimed  by  him  within  twenty- 

Allays,  and  if  not  or  if  an  agreement  could  not  be 

^^^,  they  would  issue  a  warrant  to  summon  a  jury  to 


V  ^^•^  the  amount    A  correspondence  then  took  place, 

^  "Vrith  no  result,  and  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  and 

^^    moved  for  an  injunction. 

The 


"  iijjunuum^  uuecicu  uy  lue  uiiueriaKiiig,  uuu  m 
and  85th  clauses  as  to  the  determiDing  and  dep< 
in  the  Bank  the  purchase-money  or  compensatio 
giving  the  bond  thereby  required,  were  referred  t 
the  notice  given  by  the  town  clerk  to  the  Plaintiff, 
the  27th  December,  was  objected  to  as  irregular. 
6th  section  of  the  Waterworks  Act,  in  which  the 
**  lands  and  streams"  are  used  in  place  of  the  corref 
ing  word  'Mands"  in  the  Lands  Clauses  Consoli 
Act,  \^as  also  referred  to,  as  were  also  the  41st,  43 
128th  sections  of  the  Bradford  Waterworks  Act. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  H.  Cadman  Jones,  ii 
port  of  the  motion,  contended,  that  the  stream,  b 
natural  stream,  the  Plaintiff  had  a  right,  subject 
provisions  of  the  several  acts  of  parliament,  to  the 
it  in  its  natural  state.  That  if  the  Defendants  requ 
take  and  use  the  stream  for  the  purposes  of  their 
works,  their  proper  mode  of  proceeding  to  effcc 
object  was  clearly  pointed  out  to  them  by  thi 
section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
porated  in  the  Bradford  Waterworks  Act.  Tb 
84th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  A 
vented  the  promoters  of  an  undertaking  from  entei 
the  lands  of  any  person  without  his  consent,  un 
provisions  of  the  85th  section  had  been  compliec 
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tJie   i^ords  ''  lands  and  streams'*  being  used  in  the  latter,        1866. 

ins&^?ad  of  "  lands"  in  the  former.   That  the  Defendants       ^-^^v*^^ 

no^       having  done  so,  ought  to  be  restrained  by  the  in-  «. 

jti  n  ^:r  tion  of  this  Cou  rt.  _     '^^^.     _^ 

CorporatioD  of 


Bradford. 


[r.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Currey,  contra.    The  Corporation 

3radford  have  no  private  purpose  to  serve,  but  the 

tey  privileges  and  duties  given  to  and  imposed  upon 

Ki  are  vested  in  them  for  a  public  purpose,  which 

r-   are  bound  to  carry  out.     [The  Master  of  the 

^Ls.    The  question  is,  does  the  Lands  Clauses  Con- 

8ol illation  Act  apply — if  it  does,  why  not  follow  it.] 

'^^^    84th  and  85th  sections  of  that  act  are  inapplicable 

^^     '^^ater;  water  is  not  a  here<iitament     [The  Master 

9^     ^Jie  Rolls.     I  can  see  no  difference  between  it  and 

^     *^^Sht  of  way.]     Besides,  those  sections  are  modified 

°3^     '^lie  128th  section  of  the  Bradford  Waterworks  Act, 

'^  ^^^>    which  they  were  incorporated,  and  this  section  gives 

^F^^csial  directions  as  to  the  PlaintifTs  compensation. 

*  ■^■^  case  in  fact  rather  comes  under  the  66th  section, 

-y"     '^^hich  provision  is  made  for  ascertaining  the  com- 

P^  *^  Nation  to  be  paid  for  lands  taken  by  the  promoters,  for 

^"^  "  i  crh  "  they  should  not  have  made  any  compensation." 

^^m  there  is  a  difference  between  the  cases  of  lands 

*^^n,  and  lands  injuriously  affected;  and  in  the  latter 

^^^i  it  is  not  obligatory  on  the  promoters  to  give  cora- 

*^^*^^ation  before  the  lands  are  injuriously  affected ;  Hut- 

**      v.  The  London  and  South   Western  Railway  Com- 

^^^^^(fl);  Lister  v.  LobIey{b);   and  that  is  this  case. 


\ 


^^ides,  a  great  deal  of  public  injury  may  be  done  by 
^^¥>ping  the  diversion  of  the  stream,  without  any  corre- 
V^^^^ding  benefit  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  is  always  con- 
^^^red ;  Hare  v.  The  Cork  and  Bandon  Railway  Com- 
pany 

<a)  7  Hare,  259. 

ih)  7Ad,^EU.  124 ;  6  Nev,  ^  Af.  340;  2  Har,  ^  W.  122. 
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1856.       pany(a).    Then  as  the  stream  may  be  taken  the  who'o^ 

way  down  to  the  river  Aire,  the  Defendants  (if  iW^ 

Plaintiff  be  right  in  his  contention)  must  arrange  wif  ^^^ 

_     '^®      .  all  the  owners,  and  even  the  proprietors  along  t*^ 
Corpor&tioD  of 
Bradford.    Aire  may  be  injuriously  affected,  and  may  also 


Ferramd 

V. 


for  compensation.  On  the  cases  of  Hare  ▼.  The  C^tZ"^ 
and  Bandon  Railway  Company,  and  Button  ?•  7^  j^ 
London  and  South  Western  Railway  Company,  i^^ .  /  ^ 
submitted  the  injunction  ought  to  be  refused. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  -^^ 
injunction  in  this  case.    Probably,  there  is  somethin^i^ 
in  this  case,  which  does  not  appear  before  the  Court,  ^ 
which  has  led  to  a  discussion  which,  in  the  result,  ap- 
pears to  be  rather  an  idle  one.     But  I  am  bound  to 
decide  on  my  view  of  the  construction  of  the  acts  of 
parliament,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties ;  and  I  will 
explain  the  view  I  take  of  the  construction  of  them. 

The  case  of  Button  v.  The  London  and  South 
Western  Railway  Company  (&),  is  undoubtedly  law, 
and  I  should  follow  it  if  I  thought  it  applied  to  this 
case ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  there  is  a  distinction  between 
the  two  cases.  The  distinction  taken  in  that  case  is 
very  applicable  to  the  present.  If,  for  the  purpose  of 
the  undertaking  and  in  making  the  works,  the  pro- 
moters wish  to  take  the  property  of  another  person, 
they  cannot  do  so,  except  by  agreement  and  permission; 
or,  having  ascertained  the  value  of  it,  and  made  the 
deposit,  or  giving  a  bond  according  to  the  condition 
specified  by  the  85th  section  of  the  act  of  parliament 
When  they  are  once  in  possession  of  the  land,  if  they 
do  anything  which  injuriously  affects  the  land  of  other 

persons, 
•    (a)  17  L.  T.  21.  (6)  7  HoTf,  259. 
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persoDSy  then,  undoabtedlyy  they  are  not  to  adopt  that  1856. 
same  course,  but  when  the  amount  of  damages  has  ^^v*^^ 
been  ascertained,  it  must  be  paid  by  the  persons  who  '  ^J^^^ 
cause  it  But  by  this  clause  the  Lands  Clauses  Con-  "^^ 
solidation  Act  is  made  a  part  of  this  special  act  of  Biu^ord. 
parliament,  as  far  as  it  is  applicable ;  but  not  merely 
that ;  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act  is  also  made  a  part 
of  this  act  of  parliament  for  the  same  purpose.  Now 
the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act  re-enacts  the  clauses  of 
the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  totidem  verbiSf 
but  with  this  addition,  that  it  introduces  the  word 
^  streams'*  as  well  as  the  word  ''  lands."  Now  observe 
how  Uiat  alters  the  case :  it  enacts  "  that  they  shall 
make  to  the  owners  and  occupiers  of,  and  all  other 
parties  interested  in  any  lands  or  streams,  taken  or  used 
ibr  the  purpose  of  the  special  act  or  injuriously  affected 
by  the  construction  or  maintenance  of  the  works  there- 
by authorized,  or  otherwise  by  the  execution  of  the 
powers  thereby  conferred,  full  compensation  for  the 
value  of  the  land  and  streams  so  taken  or  used,  and  for 
all  damage  sustained  by  such  owners,  occupiers  or  other 
persons,  by  reason  of  the  exercise,  as  to  such  land  and 
streams,  of  the  powers  vested  in  the  undertakers  by  this 
or  the  special  act  or  any  act  incorporated  therewith  .'* 
Now  this  clause  expressly  makes  the  same  distinc- 
tion with  respect  to  the  streams,  which  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act  does  with  respect  to  lands, 
that  is  to  say : — ^if  you  take  the  stream  you  must  pay 
the  whole  price  of  it,  if  you  injuriously  affect  the 
stream,  then  that  clause  does  not  apply.  But  when 
you  have  injuriously  affected  the  stream,  compensation 
in  damages  must  be  made,  in  accordance  with  the  or- 
dinary mode  :  so  that  the  distinction  is  quite  clear. 

It  is  suggested,  that  this  stream  may  be  taken  the 
whole  way  down  to  the  river  Aire.    No  doubt  it  may, 

B  B  2  and. 
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1856,        a^d,  accordingly,  all   the  owners   of  the   s treat 

1^'hole  way  down,  whoever  they  may  be,  inust  ree 
full  compenBation  for  their  property  which  is  ta] 
^  '^M  ^  It  appears  in  the  present  case,  from  the  affidavits,  i 
BaAi>foai».  the  Plain  tin  is  really  the  only  occupier  (with  a  v 
small  exception)  of  the  land  the  whole  way  down 
the  river  Aire.  It  is  then  suggested,  that  you  mu5l| 
to  all  the  proprietors  of  the  river  Aire.  This  clau 
meets  that  very  objection ;  and  it  is  exactly  the  distin 
tion  taken  in  the  case  of  Hutton  v.  The  London  ai 
South  FFe^^erft  Railway  Company.  You  may  injurious 
affect  the  river  /lire,  and  if  so,  you  must  make  cot 
pen  sat  ion  to  all  the  persons  injuriously  affecled  thereb 
but  you  do  not  take  the  river  Aire  but  this  particul 
stream,  which  is  the  exact  distinction  specified  by  t 
Waterworks  ClauseB  Act,  for  the  purpose  of  maki 
tliat  applicable  to  f^tveaiiis  which  the  Lands  Clauj 
Consolidation  Act  makes  applicable  to  lands,  and  th 
on  that  being  done,  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidati> 
Act  applies. 

Now  to  illustrate  it  in  the  present  case,  supposii 
this  company,  by  agreement  with  the  Plaintiff,  h 
taken  the  principal  part  of  this  stream,  or  taken 
much  of  it  as  they  required,  and  had  afterwards  do 
something  which  injuriously  affected  tlie  remainder 
the  stream,  then  Hutton  v.  The  London  and  Sou 
Western  Railway  Company  would  have  applied,  a 
then  he  could  not  have  come  for  an  injunction  to  i 
strain  them  from  producing  this  injurious  effect;  b 
here  the  Defendants,  in  the  creation  of  the  work,  f 
taking  the  stream  itself,  they  are  doing  the  very  thi 
which  the  6th  clause  of  the  Waterworks  Clauses  / 
says  they  shall  not  do,  without  making  full  compens 
tion  to  all  the  owners  of  it  or  occupiers  of  it,  unless 
agreement.    That,  in  my  opinion,  is  exactly  this  case 

Th 
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Tben  it  is  suggested  to  me,  that  a  great  public  injury        1866. 
might  be  done  by  stopping  the  diversion  of  this  stream. 
Bot   the  argument  comes  ill   from  the  mouth  of  the 
Bradford  CSorporation,  who  say,  that  the  course  to  be  -,     '^^^,    ^ 
taken  by  the  Plaintiff  is  very  easy,  for  he  has  nothing     Bradford. 
to    do  but  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  damage  and  give 
theixm    notice  of  the  amount,  and   that  in  twenty-one 
daysy  if  they  do  not  take  steps  to  assess  it,  they  will 
be    obliged  to  pay  it.    Their  case  on  the  affidavits  is, 
tha^     they  themselves  have    not  adopted  and   cannot 
take    this  course,  because  the  damage  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained until  it  is  done.     But  if  he  can  ascertain  the 
daixiage,  so  can  the  corporation,  and  they  might  at  any 
tincie    before  the  hearing  of  this  motion  if  they  had 
thought    fit,    have  ascertained    what    the  amount  of 
daixiage  was,  and  either  have  deposited  it  or  have 
P^^Q  a  bond  for  the  payment  of  the  amount     But  yet, 
ia  spite  of  Uiat,  from  some  sort  of  feeling  between  these 
P^>*tie8,  which  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  understand,  and 
or   ^bich  I  know  nothing,  this  case  has  been  brought 
ittto  Court  and  argued  for  the  most  unnecessary  purpose 
that    can  be  conceived,  it  being  obvious  that  some  such 
course  as  that  must  ultimately  be  taken.     I  can  only 
deal     with  the  case,  however,  as  it  comes  before  me; 
^^^     cipon  the  legal  construction  which  I  put  on  the 
act    of  parliament,  the  Plaintiff  is,  in  my  opinion,  en- 
titled  to  the  injunction. 


\ 
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1856. 


FERRANB  v.  The  Corporation  of  BRADFOR_ 
(No-  2.) 


TN  this  case,  a  written  copy  of  the  bill  was  filed  a 
-^     19th  of  January^  1866,  with  an  undertakb^ 


Fih.  8, 

The  Plaintiff 
having*  hy  a 
slip,  neglected 

id  file  a  primed  nexed  to  file  a  printed  copy  within  fourteen  day^ 
fourteen  day*T    provided  by  the  16  &  16  VicL  c,  86,     A  motion  foF" 

in  pursuance  of  injunction  WEB  made  by  the  Plaintiff  on  the  24tlp^ 
bt8  under*  "^  -ji      i  ^^ 

taking,  wna  re-  JanuaTy,  which  stood  over  by  consent  till  the  3m 

lievedfronci  the  ^jj^j^  ^^  order  for  an  ini  unction  was  made,  which  l^ 

tipon  payment  since  been  duly  drawn  up,  passed  and  entered.     At  t^ 

the  motion »       hearing  of  the  motion,  a  printed  copy  of  the  bill  w 

A  written      provided  for  the  use  of  the  Court,  and  printed  copi^^ 

off  the  file,  the  Were  previously  furnii^bed  to  the  Defendants'  sol  let  to  ^''^ 

Plaintiff  Qip  agents,  and  were  delivered  to  the  Plaintiff's  CounseP/ 

haying  omiUed  .  , 

to  file  d  printed  for  whom  no  written  briels  of  the  bill  were  made. 

copy  wtthiD  the 

fourteen  day  a 

preacrihed  hy        The  fourteen  days  allowed  for  filing  the  printed  bill 

Fic^c.8e,B  6   i^  ihis  cause  expired  on  the  2fid  of  February^  and  no 

and  the  3rd  Ge-  nrinted  copv  having  been  filed,  the  Clerk  of  Records  and 

neral  Order  of   '^  ^^  ^ 

the  7thof  4i*<  Writs  took  the  written  copy  of  the  bill  off  the  file,  in 

f^i*n  ^^oved'*  pursuance  of  the  3rd  General  Order  of  7th  Avgust, 

that  the  omit-    1862  (a).     On  Tuesday,  the  6th  of  February^  a  printed 

of  the  bill   was  presented  at  the  Record  and 


1 

an- 
K  as 
"An 

of 
1st, 
lud 
.he 

as 


copy 


nonwasaniere 

slip,  and  that 

pnnted  copies  Writ  Clerks'  OflSce  for  filing,  but  refused  as  beins  too 

ofthe  bill  were  ^  ^ 

in  Court  and      late. 

in  the  hands  of 

hearing  of  a         The  clerk  of  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors,  who  had  the 

motion  for  an    conduct  of  the  suit,  stated  by  his  affidavit,  that  owinfir 
mmnction  •'  ^ 

within  the  to 

fourteen  days,  (a)  Ordinei  Can.  462. 

the  Court  or- 
dered that  the  written  bill  should  be  restored  to  the  file,  and  that  the  printed  co^  should 
be  received  at  the  Record  and  Writ  Clerks'  Office  and  filed  as  of  the  2nd  of  lygbmary. 
The  costs  of  the  motion  were  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant, 
and,  notwithstanding  the  General  Order,  no  costs  of  suit  were  to  be  taxed. 


Fbrramd 
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1o  the  illness  of  one  of  the  firm,  it  bad  become  neces- 
sary to  transfer  one  of  the  managing  clerks  of  the  chan- 
cery department  to  supply  bis  place.     This  and   the 

illness  of  the  head  clerk  of  that  department  had  occa-  ^     '^f.      . 

11  L        L    CorporaUonof 

sioned  a  pressure  on  the  department,  and  hence,  though     Bradfoed. 

it  was  his  duty  to  have  filed  the  printed  copy,  he  bad 

omitted  or  overlooked  so  to  do. 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff, 
by  special  leave  of  the  Court,  given  on  the  5th  for  the 
7th  of  February  f  that  the  Plaintiff  might  have  until  the 
1 1th  of  February  to  file  a  printed  copy  of  the  bill,  and 
that  the  Clerk  of  Records  and  Writs  might  restore  to  the 
file  the  written  copy  of  such  bill,  filed  on  the  I9th  of 
January  last,  and  that  such  printed  copy,  when  so  filed, 
might  be  treated  as  having  been  filed  on  the  2nd  of 
February^  and  that  all  proceedings  and  orders  taken  and 
made  in  the  cause  might  be  as  valid  and  effectual,  as  if 
the  printed  copy  had  been  filed  on  such  2nd  day  of 
February. 

Mr*  It.  Palmer  9LnA  Mr.  JET.  Cadman  Jones^  in  support 
of  the  motion,  contended,  that  the  omission  to  file  the 
copy,  being  a  mere  slip,  the  Court  ought  to  grant  the 
indulgence  asked.  [  The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  have 
been  considering  the  case,  and  I  think  if  it  is  a  mere 
slip,  the  Plaintiff  ought,  on  payment  of  the  costs,  to  be 
allowed  to  mend  it.  If  I  did  not  allow  this,  the  only 
consequence  would  be  this :  that  the  Plaintiff  would  put 
tlie  same  bill  on  the  file  to-morrow,  renew  the  motion 
for  an  injunction  the  day  after,  and  reswear  all  the 
affidavits.  What  struck  me  was  this: — the  bill  was 
really  printed,  and  copies  were  in  Court  at  the  time  the 
motion  was  heard.  The  only  question  is,  whether  the 
General  Order  of  the  Court  is  imperative  on  me,  so 
that  I  cannot  order  the  bill  to  be  filed  nunc  pro  tuncJ] 

One 
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1856.       One  of  the  same  series  of  Orders  (No.  zlvi)  relates  to^ 
the  power  of  the  Judge,  and  it  says  expressly,  'Ubat  th»«:I 
power  of  the  Court  to  enlarge  or  abridge  the  time  fo 


Fbrramd 

V. 

The         doing  any  act  or  taking  any  proceedings  in  any  caua^  ^ 
Corporation  of  i     .  <•  ■     •       •         i*   ■ 

Bradfoed.    or  matter,  upon  such,  if  any,  terms  as  the  justice  of  tJbnM  ^i 

case  requires,  is  unaffected  by  these  Orders,"  and  ther^ — ^r 

fore,  if  the  Court  thinks  fit  to  enlarge  the  time,  it  ma^^^ 

do  so.     Suppose  the  solicitor  on  the  record  had  died, 

would  be  impossible,  if  he  had  been  personally  atten  «::=:^ 

ing  to  the  business,  that  the  thing  could  be  done.    [TVF^*^ 

Mabtbu  of  the  Rolls.     It  is  not  an  enlargement  of  ti^^^  ^ 

time   which  is  required,  for  the  time   has  gone  by,      * 

it  is  to  make  a  special  order  respecting  the  matter.  Tbe 

omission  might  have  been  occasioned  by  some  sudden 

illness  of  the  person  who  had  the  charge  of  the  suit,  but 

here  there  was  a  mere  slip.] 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Currey,  for  the  Defendants.  The 
question  is  one  rather  of  jurisdiction  and  power.  If  the 
Court  thinks  it  has  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  asked, 
the  question  would  be,  what  order  should  be  made  with 
regard  to  the  costs ;  because  the  3rd  General  Order  of 
the  7th  August^  1852,  has  given  the  Defendants  in  the 
suit  a  vested  right  to  the  costs  of  it.  They  now  have 
what  is  equivalent  to  an  order,  to  be  paid  all  these  costs 
of  the  suit.  The  words  are  (a),  "  and  the  Plaintiff  in 
the  suit,  or  his  solicitor,  who  shall  have  personally 
undertaken  to  file  such  printed  copy,  shall  pay  to  tbe 
Defendant  all  the  costs  incurred  by  him  in  the  suit,  such 
costs  to  be  taxed  by  the  Taxing  Master,  without  further 
order,  upon  production  to  him  of  the  certificate  of  the 
Clerk  of  Records  and  Writs  that  a  printed  copy  of  the 
bill  has  not  been  filed  pursuant  to  such  undertaking,  and 
to  be  recoverable  in  like  manner  as  costs  ordered  to  be 

paid 
(a)  Ordinei  Can.  462. 
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jpaid  by  a  party  in  a  suit  to  another  party  in  a  suit  are 

Slow  recoverable."     If  then  the  order  now  proposed  to 

1>e  made  were  an  order  nunc  pro  tunc^  the  3rd  General 

Order  would  have  effect ;  and  under  the  General  Order,  ^     The 

Corporation  of 
-^ere  is  now  a  direction  for  the  Defendant's  costs  to  be     Bradford. 

-texed  and  paid.    There  ought  therefore  to  be  an  appli- 
cation to  discharge  the  existing  order. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  mean  the  costs  of  suit  to  be  (axed  and  paid. 
I  do  not  know  in  what  form  the  order  ought  to  be  made; 
"but  I  mean  it  to  be  treated  in  the  same  way  as  if  the 
'bill  had  been  filed  on  the  2nd  February.  I  was  in  hopes 
^hat  an  order  would  be  taken  by  consent,  and  that  I 
should  have  been  relieved  from  any  difficulty  ;  but  that 
3iot  being  so,  I  must  take  the  responsibility  on  myself, 
and  make  the  order.  I  think  I  have  power  to  do  so. 
The  Defendants  must  have  the  costs  of  the  motion. 


It  was  ordered,  that  notwithstanding  the  time  limited 
by  the  General  Orders  of  the  7th  day  of  August,  1862, 
had  expired,  the  written  bill  filed  on  the  19th  day  of 
January  last,  which  had  been  taken  off  the  file,  pursuant 
to  that  order,  should  be  restored  to  the  file,  and  that  a 
printed  copy  of  the  bill  should  be  received  and  filed  as 
of  the  2nd  day  of  February,  1856 ;  and  it  was  ordered, 
that  the  Plaintiff  should  pay  unto  the  Defendants  their 
costs  of  this  application;  and,  notwithstanding  the 
General  Order,  no  costs  were  to  be  taxed  or  paid  to  the 
Defendants,  by  reason  of  a  printed  copy  of  the  bill  not 
having  been  actually  filed  on  or  before  the  2nd  day  of 
February,  1866. 


Note.— The  Defendants  appealed,  but  the  decision  was  aflSnned  by 
the  Lords  Justices  on  the  19th  of  February ^  1856. 


il 


FORD  V.  The  Earl  of  CHESTERFIELD, 
(No.  3.) 

In  an  ad-         IV/T^'  J>uncomhe  had  mortgaged  his  estates  to  the 

S'^lTproper  ^arl  of  Chesterf^td  {a%  who  sold  them  under  a 

and  necessary    power  of  Sale.    The  incumbranceB  on  the  estate  were 

their  coau         ^^^Y   numerous,   and  before  the   purchases   had    beea 

prio^toth«       completed,  the  Plaintiff'  Mr.  Ford,  one  of  the  pmsxi 
administration    ,,  *-jti.-         '- 

of  ibe  fond*       incumbrancers  on  the  estate^  mstituted  thm  suit  against 

"1  "uitt  hf  ^j^g  other  incumbrancers  and  &ome  of  the  purcliasers,  to 

tnortgageea  to  *^  '       i 

ascertain  pri-     etecure  the  f^urplys  fund,  and  praying  that  the  priontietf 
ciriti^e  upon  an        j  *        r  *i-  i    -  l  *l 

estate  or  upon  a  ^^°^  amouuts  ot  the  severat  mcuiubrancers  upon  tb 

fond  ptodneed   residue  of  the  purchase-moneys  mitjht  be  ascertained 
by  it,  after  the  ,    .  ,,,,,,  ,  i        , 

pTftpercosuof  and  the  residue  distributed  accordingly*  _ 

die  Plaintiff  ■ 

are  i>aid^  the  ™ 

cQiH  of  the  There  were  about  seventy  Defendant  to  the  suit, 

brancen  are'  ^"^  there  was  a  small  but  immaterial  part  of  the  estate 
added  to  their  unsold, 
lecurides,  and 
paid  in  the  or- 
der of  their  By  the  decree,  made  in  1853,  it  was  referred  to  Cham- 
priorities.  -^                  .       ,       .           ,                ,                    ^     . 

hers  to  ascertam  what  mcumbrances  there  were  anectmg 

the  residue  of  the  purchase-money  or  the  hereditaments 
remaining  unsold  and  their  respective  priorities,  and 
what  was  due  to  them  respectively. 

The  Chief  Clerk  certified  the  priorities  of  six,  in  which 
the  Plaintiff  was  not  included,  and  stated,  **  that  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  decree,  certain  charges  and  incum- 
brances, which  were  set  forth  in  the  schedule,  had  been 
claimed,"  and  as  the  above  six  incumbrances  ^'consider- 
ably exceeded  the  fund  in  Court,  no  adjudication  had, 
for  the  present,  been  finally  made  upon  such  charges 

and 
(a)  16  Bcav.  516;  19  Beav,  428. 
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dL      incumbrances."    The  consequence  was  that  the 
p  l^iB^m  ntiff  had  no  interest. 


Ford 

V. 


afr.  FoUeit  and   Mr.   Souihgate,  for  the  Plaintiff,    The  Earl  of 

CuBBTEft- 

for  his  costs  of  suit,  and  this  was  scarcely  con*       field. 
,  for  the  proceedings  of  the  Plaintiff  had  secured 
t  of  the  purchase-moneys,  which  were  in  some  con- 
.ble  risk. 


[i-.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Amphleti,  for  the  Earl  of 


[r-  Lhydf  Mr.  Giffard,  Mr.  Joyce,  Mr.  Cairns,  Mr. 
Ba^^Aawe,  Mr.  Humphry,  Mr.  Bristowe,  Mr.  Walford^ 
^Mf-     JSobhouse,  Mr.  C  HaU,  Mr.  Stf/tcyn,  Mr.  Jew^K, 

^Mr.    JRowcliffe,  Mr.  TTicA^w  and  Mr.  Drewry,  for  the 

I>effendant8. 

'^  "^^as  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  incumbrancers 

^l>8ecjuent  to  the  six,  that  the  costs  of  all  parties  must, 

^  ^■^^   first  instance,  be  paid  out  of  the  fund,  and  that 

.  ^    ^^ixiaining  fiind  would  then  be  divisible  amongst  the 

^^**al>fanccr8,  according  to  their  priorities. 


V. 


oc^« 


ite  V.  The  Bishop  of  Peterborough  {a);  Kenebel 
'etfton{b)i  Armstrong  v.  Storer{c)\  3  DanielVs 
^  Cd)  were  the  authorities  relied  on. 


Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

Vill,  in  the  first  place,  dispose  of  the  question  of 
,  which  has  been  very  much  discussed  on  this 
«ion. 

hold  the  settled  rule  and  practice  of  this  Court, 

one  which  I  have  acted  on  in  a  great  number  of 

cases, 

;^  Jacob,  402.  (c)  14  Beav.  535. 

0  13  Ket.  370.  (d)  Pages  18,  62. 


Ford 

V. 
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856.       cases,  to  be,  that  in  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  an 
estate,  all  the  proper  and  necessary  parties  are  paid 
their  costs  in  the  first  instance,  and  before  the  fund  is 
le  Earl  of    administered.     But  where  the  suit  is  by  a  mortirasee 

HESTER-  ''  "O    O 

FIELD.  or  for  the  benefit  of  mortgagees  to  ascertain  priorities 
upon  an  estate  or  upon  a  fund  which  is  the  produce 
of  the  estate  (after  payment  of  such  costs  as  may  be 
proper  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  the  first  instance,  where  all 
persons  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  suit),  the  costs  of  the 
mortgagees  are  added  to  their  mortgage  securities.  I 
have  always  considered  that  to  be  the  decision  in  White 
V.  The  Bishop  o(  Peterborough  (a),  and  on  reading  the 
judgment,  I  find  nothing  in  it  to  contradict  that  view  of 
the  case.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  third  incum- 
brancer appeared  on  that  occasion.  It  undoubtedly 
appears,  from  a  report  of  a  former  stage  of  the  case, 
that  there  were  subsequent  incumbrancers(&);  but  what 
part  they  took  does  not  appear,  and  all  that  was  asked 
for,  in  that  case,  was  the  costs  of  the  Plaintiff.  KeneM 
V.  Scrafton  (c)  is  referred  to  as  an  authority  for  the  pro- 
position, that  the  costs  of  all  the  incumbrancers  are  to 
be  first  paid.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  no  authority 
for  that  purpose. 

The  question  came  before  Vice- Chancellor  Wigram 
in  Hepworth  v.  Heslop  (d),  which  was  a  creditor's  suit, 
the  mortgagee  came  in  under  the  decree,  and  said 
he  would  consent  to  a  sale  of  the  property  free  from 
incumbrances.  The  question  was,  whether  the  costs  of 
the  sale  were  to  be  paid  prior  to  the  principal,  interest 
and  costs  of  the  mortgage,  and  Sir  James  Wigram  de- 
termined they  were  not,  but  that  the  mortgagee,  who 
was  no  party  to  the  suit  and  had  merely  consented  to 
the  sale  free  from  incumbrances  for  the  benefit  of  the 

estate, 

{a)  Jacob,  402.  (f)  13  Ves.  370. 

(6)  3  Swarut.  109.  {d)  3  Hare,  485. 
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estate,  was  entitled,  out  of  the  purchase-money,  to  be       1856. 
paid  his  principal  and  interest  and  costs  in  the  first 
instance.      The   Vice-Chancellor  refers  to  Kenebel  v. 
Scrafton,  and  says  (a) :— "  If  Kenebel  v.  Scrafton  be  an    "^^  ^^^  ^ 
authority  to  the  contrary,  it  will,  as  far  as  my  experience        field. 
groes,  be  found  to  have  been  overruled  in  practice,  for 
bich  Upperton  y.  Harrison  (b)  and  Aldridge  v.  West- 
XH}k{c)  are  authorities.    In  Tipping  v.  Power (d),  I  had 
<K;a8ion  to  consider,  but  not  to  decide  this  point,  and  I 
hen  satisfied  myself,  that  the  mere  circumstance  that  a 
i^ortgagee  concurred  in  a  sale  would  not  deprive  him  of 
he  ordinary  rights  of  a  mortgagee  as  to  costs.    There 
3ast  be  some  special  circumstances  to  produce  that 
^ect.-' 

I  refer  to  that  case  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  it 
3   a  mistake  to  suppose,  that  the  case  of  Kenebel  v. 
'crafton  establishes  such  a  proposition  as  that  which 
r.  DanieU(e)  in  his  book  seems  to  have  considered, 
rtainly  that  has  not  been  the  practice,  as  far  as  I  am 
ware,  either  during  my  own  practice  at  the  Bar  or 
b.ince  I  have  had  to  administer  justice  from  this  seat. 

With  respect  to  my  decision  \n  Armstrong  v.  Siorer(f)^ 

-%  was  distinct  from,  and  is  perfectly  reconcileable  with, 

Sepworth  v.  Heslop.  In  that  case,  the  mortgagee  might, 

f  be  had  pleased,  have  enforced  his  mortgage;  but, 

nstead  of  that,  he  filed  a  bill  for  the  administration  of 

e  estate.  The  consequence,  I  said,  was,  that  as  he  had 

ixercised  his  option  and  adopted  that  course,  he  must 

held  to  have  done  so,  knowing  the  usual  rules  of  the 

^Court,  and  that  the  costs  of  the  administration  of  an 

estate 

(a)  3  Hare,  487.  («)  3  DanieWt  Pr.  (Ist  ed.) 

{b)  7  Sim.  444.  18—62. 

(r)  5  Beav.  188.  (J)  14  Beov.  535. 

{d)  I  Hare,  410. 


^ 


430 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 


1856. 


estate  must  be  paid  in  the  Brst  instance  and  before  be 
was  entitled  to  be  paid  his  mortgage  debt. 

I  am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  the  Plaintiff  must 
be  allowed  his  costs  of  the  suit;  and  that,  after  that,  the 
costs  of  all  the  mortgagees  and  the  incombrancers  must 
be  added  to  their  securities;  that  is  the  manner  in  which 
this  fund  must  be  administered. 


NoTs.— See  Bamei  v.  Bjaater,  1  T.^C.  C.  C.  401. 


{Feb.  25,  26, 
29. 

Where  two 
charges  on  a 
chote  in  action 
are  contained 
in  one  deed, 
and  a  notice 
is  given  to  the 
trustees  which 
specifies  one 
only,  the  trus- 
tees have  not 
constructive 
notice  of  the 
contents  of  the 
deed,  so  that 
notice  of  both 
the  charges  is 
to  be  imputed 
to  them. 

A,,  having 
a  contingent 
reversionary 
interest  in  a 
fund  vested  in 
trustees,  sold 
and  assigned  a 


Re  BRIGHTS  TnuU. 

TTNDER  the  will  of  the  testator,  Mr.  BriglU,  on  tbe 
^      decease  of  Mary  Bright,  would,  if  then  living, 
become  entitled  to  one-fourth  of  the  residuary  estate, 
consisting  of  5,910/.  Consols  and  6,630/  &•  Reduced. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  14th  of  March,  1838, 
Mr.  Bright,  in  consideration  of  450/.,  assigned  to  Dr. 
Kennedy  so  much  of  his  one-fourth  of  the  residuary 
personal  estate  as  should,  on  the  day  of  such  share 
vesting  in  Mr.  Bright,  be  equal  to  the  sum  of  923/.  3s. 
sterling.  And  Mr.  Bright  thereby  covenanted  with 
Dr.  Kennedy  to  insure,  in  the  name  and  for  the  use  of 
Dt,  Kennedy f  the  sum  of  950/.,  to  be  paid  to  Dr. Kennedy 
in  the  event  of  the  death  of  him,  Mr.  Bright,  in  the 

lifetime 


portion  of  it  to  B.  The  assignment  contained  a  covenant  on  the 
part  of  ^.  to  insure  his  life  agauist  the  contingency,  and  to  pay  the  premiums,  and, 
in  default,  to  charge  the  fund  therewith.  B.  gave  the  trustees  notice  of  the  deed  so 
far  as  related  to  the  purchase  only,  but  not  as  regarded  the  charge  for  the  insurance. 
Held,  that,  as  to  subsequent  incumbrancers  on  the  fund  who  had  given  due  notice, 
B.  had  priority  to  the  extent  only  of  his  purchase,  and  not  in  respect  of  the  charge  for 
insurance. 
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lifetime  of  Mary  Bright,  and  to  pay  the  premiums  ne-       1856. 

^cressary  for  keeping  the  policy  on  foot;  and  that  in  case 

l^VIr.  Bright  should  neglect  to  pay  such  premiums  re- 

^gularly,  it  should  be  lawful  for  Dr.  Kennedy  to  pay  the 

^ame,  and  Mr.  Bright  would  repay  the  amount,  with 

interest,  and  in  default,  that  the  amount  thereof  should 

"V>e  a  charge  upon  the  one-fourth  share  of  the  residuary 

3>er8onal  estate,  and  the  same  was  thereby  charged  with 

-^^he  payment  thereof  accordingly. 

On  the  24th  March,  1838,  Dr.  Kennedy  gave  notice 

^to  the  trustees  of  the  fund  of  so  much  of  the  security 

418  related  to  the  purchase  of  923/.  3«.  sterling,  but  no 

Teference  was  made,  in  such  notice,  to  the  covenant. 

^be  notice  required  the  trustees  to  pay  to  Dr.  Kennedy, 

on  the  decease  of  JUary  Bright,  if  Mr.  Bright  should  be 

"then  living,  so  much  of  the  one-fourth  part  of  the  two 

sums,  as  should,  on  the  day  of  its  vesting  in  possession 

:3Q  Mr.  Bright,  be  equal  to  the  sum  of  923Z.  3s. 

In  December,  1851,  Mr.  Bright  mortgaged  the  one- 
fourth  of  the  fund  to  Mr.  Money  for  260L,  and  in  May, 
1852,  he  further  mortgaged  it  to  Miss  Ponsfard  for 

250/.,  and  notices  of  these  incumbrances  were  served  on 

the  trustees. 

Dr.  Kennedy  paid  458/.  for  keeping  up  the  policy, 
and  he  claimed  this  sum,  in  priority  over  the  securities 
of  Mr.  Money  and  Miss  Ponsford,  by  virtue  of  the 
Covenant  contained  in  his  security. 

Mr.  RoupeU  and  Mr.  C.  C.  Barber,  for  Miss  Pom- 
Jord,  and — 

Mr.  Octamus  J.  Williamson,  for  Mr.  Money.  The 
charges  and  incumbrances  rank  according  to  the  pri- 
orities of  the  notices  to  the  trustees;  but  the  notice 
of  Dr.  Kennedy,  having  been  confined  to  one  of  his  two 

charges, 
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1856.  charges,  bis  priority  is  limited  to  that  one  charge,  and  IrM  J 
is  bound  by  his  representations  as  to  its  extent.  It  is  ^  ^s^  ^ 
be  observed,  that  this  is  not  a  mortgage  of  the  who*^^  ^qj 
one-fourth  of  the  fund  to  secure  a  mortgage  debt,  wit-f  -^j^ 
an  auxiliary  security,  but  it  is  a  purchase  and  transfer 
a  particular  portion  of  that  fund,  namely,  the  sum 
923/.  3^.  The  doctrine  of  notice  is,  that  it  reduces  i 
fund  into  possession,  so  far  as  is  possible  in  the  case  o£ 
reversionary  interest;  it  is  taking  possession,  by  cc 
verting  the  trustee  of  the  assignor  into  a  trustee  for  t 
assignee;  but  this  is  limited  by  the  extent  of  the  noti* 
for  otherwise,  subsequent  incumbrancers  would, 
making  inquiries,  be  misled  by  the  terms  of  the  not  ^ 
The  case  is  the  same  as  if  this  covenant  had  been  l^ 
separate  deed,  and  this  is  not  a  case  of  constructive  no^^i 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  C.  Hall,  for  Dr.  Kenn^ss-^f. 
The  rule  is  settled,  that  notice  of  a  deed  is  notice  o  tf*  its 
contents.    The  covenant  to  insure  is  auxiliary  to         Xbe 
security,  and  the  case  is  the  same  as  that  of  a  mori^^EM,ge, 
where,  under  a  notice  of  the  mortgage,  the  mortg^3.gee 
would  be  entitled  to  all  that  is  secured  by  it,  as  inte  r^t, 
further  advances  and  costs.     Priority  is  given  to^     *^he 
first  incumbrancer  giving  notice,  in  order  to  protef^-  a 
subsequent  mortgagee,  but  if  he  inquires  of  the  trusts  <s» 
and  finds  that  the  fund  is  affected  by  a  deed,  he  is  ttm   ^^ 
bound  to  proceed   to  inquire  as  to  its  contents,    i^     °® 
parties  have  not  been  misled.    The  charge  of  Dr.  JCr"^^' 
nedy  is  not  of  a  portion  of  the  stock,  but  a  sum  raisabi^^ 
out  of  the  whole  fund.     [The  Master  of  the  Rolu^-^ 
If  a  party  who  has  purchased  one-half  of  a  fund  ba^^ 
given  notice  that  he  had  purchased  one-third,  would  h^* 
not  be  bound  by  that  statement?]     That  is  a  difference 
case ;  but  even  a  general  notice  that  he  has  a  mortgag:^ 
on   the  trust   fund  would  do.     [  The  Master  of  t/^ 
Rolls.  I  think  so.] 

T\tri 
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bjcfbt  of  notice  is  not  to  create  a  registry  of  the       1866. 
ances,  but  to  warn  a  purchaser  of  the  existence      s^v^^ 
charge,  and  to  put  him  upon  his  guard  to  make      Briobt's 

In  a  mortgage  of  house?,  there  is  usually  a       Tmsti. 
t  to  insure  and  a  charge  on  the  property  for  the 

aurely  a  notice  of  the  mortgage  would  be 
as  to  the  charge  for  insurance. 

loupell,  in  reply,  referred  to  Money  y.Jardan{a\ 
)  obligations  of  parties  to  make  good  their  re- 
tions. 

llowing  cases  were  cited : — Hamiltony.Royse{b); 
5c  V.  Mace{c);  Ex  parte  Hennessey  (d) ;  WiU 
V.  Livesey  (e) ;  Wilde  v.  Gibson  (J ) ;  Peacock 
(g) ;  Ware  v.  Lord  Egmont  (A) ;  Foster  v. 
!Z(t);  Gibson  v.  Ingo{Jk)\  Jones  v.  Smith  (J); 
.WatU{ni)\  Dearie  y.HalUn). 

Aabteb  of  the  Rolls.    I  will  consider  this  case. 


Faster  of  the  Rolls. 

|uestion  on  this  petition,  which  is  in  the  nature 
ise,  for  it  is  a  petition  under  the  Trustee  Relief 
comes  on  upon  the  certificate  of  the  Chief  Clerk, 
—whether  the  notice  given  by  Dr.  Kennedy  to  the 
of  his  charge  on  a  chose  in  action  is  sufficient 
)one  subsequent  incumbrancers  who  advanced 

their 

Beav.  372.  693. 

eh.  if  Lef  327.  (A)  4  De  G.,  Af.  4*  G.  460. 

maklfG.  25.  (i)  3  CL  if  Fin.  456. 

:on.  if  L.  559.  (k)  6  Hare,  112,  124. 

Beav.  206.  (/)  1  PhiUipt,  253. 

B.  L.  Cat.  605.  (m)  1  Mac.  if  Gor.  150. 

9/e's    Mortgage.%  App.  (n)  3  Rust.  1. 

XXI.  F  F 
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1856.       their  money  without  knowledge  of  this  covenant  i 
^^^^^^      keep  up  the  insurance.     Dr.  Kennedy  has  advanci 
Brioht's      458/.,  and  the  question  is,  whether  he  is  entitled  to  adi 
Trusts.        that  to  the  previous  sum  of  923/.  3».  and   to  hav^»  — ^ 
the  whole  paid  out  of  the  one-fourth  of  the  residue 
to  which  Mr.  Bright  became  entitled  on  the  death  o 
the  tenant  for  life. 

It  is  contended  that  notice  of  the  deed  is  notice 
all  its  contents,  and  that  notice  of  a  general  charge 
the  deed  would  have  been  suflBcient,  and  have  made  pei 
sons  bound  to  see  to  the  extent  of  the  charge.     I  coi 
cur  in  this,  but  the  notice  of  this  deed,  accompanied  wii 
a  statement  of  its  contents,  which  is  erroneous,  does  n 
necessarily  give  a  person  notice  of  the  real  contents 
the  deed.     The  case  of  Jones  v.  Smith  (a)  shows  thi^ 
there  Smith  being  about  to  take  a  transfer  of  a  mo  a 
gage  on  Jones's  estate,  and  to  make  him  a  further 
vance,  was  told  that  a  settlement  had  been  made  on  !=■>  >^ 
marriag*e,  but  that  it  related  to  the  wife's  fortune,  a  cx^ 
did  not  include  the  mortgaged  property.  The  statem^rs  t 
turned  out  to  be  false,  for  the  settlement  did  include  i^  i 
yet  it  was  held,  that  Smith,  who  had  acted  bond  Jicf^y 
had   not  constructive    notice   of   the   contents    of   ih^ 
settlement.     Can  there  be  any  distinction  where  a  deed 
affects  two  particular  subjects,  and  it  is  stated,  that    *t 
only  affects  one  of  them?     Suppose  a  person  had  t^^'^ 
distinct  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  same  trustee,  and  ha<J 
charged  the  two  funds  by  the  same  deed,  so  that  a  charg^* 
of  600/.  aflTected  one  fund  and  400/.  the  other.     Botli 
charges  being  created  by  one  deed,  would  notice      ^^ 
the  trustees  that  one  fund  was  charged  be  notice  tb^^ 
the  other  was  charged   also,    because  they  were  both 
created  by  the  same  deed  ?     I  am  of  opinion  it  woula 
not;  the  fact  of  the  two  charges  being  united  in    o^^         fj. 

deed 


(a)  1  Phillips,  244. 
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«J^cd  instead  of  in  two  could  make  no  difference.     If       1866. 

^v^o  distinct  properties  were  charged  with  one  mort-      ^^^»-^^ 

g«fcge  by  two  deeds  it  would  not  differ  from  its  being      Brioht's 

done  by  one  deed.    Assume,  therefore,  that  in  this  case       Tmitt. 

^1b  ^  covenant  creates  a  separate  and  distinct  charge  on 

separate  and  distinct  sums  of  money,  then,   I  am  of 

op>i  oion,  that,  notice  that  923Z.  3s.  of  it  had  been  sold  for 

&'SCLf  was  not  notice  of  a  separate  and  distinct  charge, 

^^rT^  ich  could  not  affect  subsequent  incumbrancers  without 

notice  of  it.    The  question  then  is,  was  this  a  separate 

and  distinct  charge  or  something  tantamount  to  it,  or 

^ra.8  it  a  covenant  ancillary  to  the  enforcement  of  the 

primary  charge  of  923Z.  3«.  and  introduced  to  make  it 

^va.ilabl€?  because,  if  it  was,  I  am  of  opinion,  that 

*iotice  of  the  deed  is  notice  of  all  that  was  properly 

^^cessary  for  the  enforcement  of  the  charge.  I  think  that 

this  was  a  separate  and  distinct  charge  on  the  property. 

It  18  in  fact  a  different  species  of  contract,  which,  in  its 

operation,  includes  funds  not  affected  by  the  transaction 

'Mentioned  in  the  notice.    £923 : 3«.  were  sold  by  Mr. 

-^^ghtf  and  therefore  notice  was  given  that  the  one- 

fourtb  of  the  share  of  5,91  OZ.  Consols,  and  6,630Z.  Three 

Pe*"  Cents.  Reduced,  was  diminished  by  923Z.  3^.    Then 

^  this  was  added  a  covenant  by  which  the  remainder, 

^^d  not  the  923Z.  3«.  sold  out  and  out,  was  charged  with 

^^  premiums  of  the  policy  of  assurance.    This  affects  a 

^••tinct  part  of  the  one-fourth  of  the  residue,  which  the 

t>*U8tee  and  the  persons  applying  to  him  had  reason  to 

^Ifeve  to  be  unincumbered. 

Suppose  the  case  had  been,  that,  independent  of  this 
^3'.  3#.,  Mr.  Bright  had  owed  Dr.  Kennedy  a  sum  of 
""^Oney  and  had  said,  "  I  will  insure  my  life  and  pay 
^^  premiums,  and  if  I  should  neglect  to  pay  them,  you 
**^al|  iinye  a  charge  on  the  remainder  of  this  trust  fund," 
^^  any  body  doubt  that  this  would  have  been  a  separate 

F  F  2  and 
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and  distinct  transaction  affecting  a  separate  and  disUc 
sum  of  money,  in  respect  of  which  a  separate  and  di 
linct  notice  would  b€  required  ?     Is  it  altered  by  U 
circumstance  that  it  was  all  done  together?  I  am 
opinion  it  is  not* 

It  13  obvious  that  this  covenant  is  not  ancillary 
enforcing   payment  of  the  923L  3s.     It  doesp  in  h^ 
make  a  different  species  of  contract,  becau&e  it  aecui 
a  sum  to  Dr.  Kennedy^  free  from  any  contingency. 


The  result  is^  that,  in  my  opinion,  this  is  a  taor^a^^^^e^ 
to  the  ei^tent  of  the  premiums  paid  on  the  policy^       «>ii 
the  remainder  of  the  share  of  the  property  not  sold,.       tiy 
reason  of  its  being  a  separate  and  independent  covenea  e»^ 
Dot  necessarily  connected  with  the  former  charge;  ^  v:id 
that  due  notice  of  it  not  having  been  given^  it  is  invo^id 
as  against  subsequent  incumbrancers.     It  1%  as  if    Or- 
Kemiedij  had  eaid,  '*  there  is  nothing  more  due  to  pa^,*' 
for   I  think  that  the  assertion,   by  a  mortgagee,  tlv^^ 
his  charge  is  of  a  particular  amount,  is  an  aMertion  ll»  ^^^' 
the  charge  does  not  go  beyond  that  amount 

In  respect  of  458/.  Dr.  Kennedy  roast,  therefore,  Wc:^^ 
postponed  to  the  other  and  subsequent  incumbraace^-    -^ 
I  shall  make  the  order  for  the  division  of  the  focr^  *■ 
according  to  this  order  of  priority. 
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TRUELL  r.  TYSSON. 

March  6,  7. 

TLLIAM HENRY 8TACP00LE wfiBseiaed  a  testator, 

io  remainder  in  fee  of  the  ClanviUe  Lodge  estate,  *>"n«/fi^  ^ 

®  'an  estate  in  re- 

t  to  the  life  estate  of  Jane  Stacpoole^  the  widow  mainder,  sub- 
7*  &tacpooh.  By  his  will,  dated  in  1846,  William  Site  of  jX, 
Stacpoole  devised  it  to  trustees  in  fee,  upon  trust  devised  it  to 

-.  •  •.•  -u  '   A      ^     u-       'c    c      C.  D.forlife^ 

certain  annuities,  with  remainder  to  his  wife  tor  |,ith  remain- 

th  remainders  in  strict  settlement.  ^®',"*  ^^^ 

settlement, 

and  em- 
he  declared,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  his  powered  the 
.  .  .  o    1  /*      trustees  to  sell 

s, ''  With  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  tenant  for  i^  ^\^  (^e 

tenant  in  tail,  for  the  time  being  entitled  in  poS"  consent  of  the 
.  ^  '^        tenant  for  life 

,  under  the  limitations  thereinbefore  contained,  «  entitled  in 

It,"  and  if   not,  then   at  their  own  discretion,  J^J^j^^^l 

the  property,  and  for  that  purpose  to  revoke  the  A.  B,  surren- 

ing  uses,  and  give  valid  receipts  for  the  purchase-  estate  to  c! I) 

.     The  proceeds  were  to  be  laid  out  in  lands  to  ^  enable  the 
...      ,  trustees,  witli 

led  to  the  same  uses.  c.  D.'s  con- 

sent, to  sell : 

testator  died  in  1847.  S^{e7 

good  title. 

special  case  stated,  "  that  an  advantageous  offer  ,  pwtinction 

r  '       ^  &  between  ac- 

s  purchase  of  the   said  Clanville  Lodge  estate  celerating 

been  made,  the  Defendant  Jane  Stacpoole^  at  ghareeand 
[uest  of  the  Plaintiffs  (the  trustees),  and  in  order  powers  of 
3le  them  to  exercise  the  power  of  sale  contained 

will  of  William  Henry  Stacpoole,  consented  to 
id  accordingly,  prior  to  the  contract  hereinafler 
,  duly  surrender  and  merge  in  the  freehold  and 
on  of  the  hereditaments,  the  estate  to  which  Jane 
H)le  was  entitled  therein  for  her  life,  under  the 
Hugh  Stacpoole.'* 

"  Such 
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Such  surrender  and  merger  were  absolute  aod 
bond  fide,  although,  as  aforesaid,  made  for  the  ipvtrpoae 
of  facilitating  a  sale.  The  said  Jane  Siaqpook  is  fltiil 
living. 

'^  The  Plaintiffs  have  since  the  surrender  and  merg^* 
with  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  widow  of  the   ^** 
William  Henry  Stacpoole,  as  the  person  for  the  ^  i***^ 
being  entitled  in  possession  under  the  limitationi  ^  ^^' 
tained  in  the  will  of  William  Henry  Stacpook^  <^  €>»* 
tracted  and  agreed  with  the  Defendant  for  the  abso'^  ^^ 
sale  to  him  of  the  Clanville  Lodge  estate,  in  fee  sim  0P      ' 
at  the  price  of  9,000/. 

"  The  sum  of  9,000Z.  is  a  full  and  ample  price  for       *-*** 
purchase  of  the  said  hereditaments. 

''An  objection  has  been  taken  by  the  Defendant.^^  ^ 
to  the  validity  of  the  proposed  exercise,  by  the  Plaint^  •^^ 
of  the  power  of  sale  during  the  lifetime  of  the  said  J'^^** 
Staq^le" 

The  question,  on  this  special  case,  for  the  opinior*^  ^ 
the  Court  was,  whether  the  Plaintiffs  could,  with  -"^-"^ 
consent  of  the  widow  of  William  Henry  Stacjx^^^^^ 
and  during  the  life  of  the  widow  of  Hugh  Stacpi^^^^  * 
exercise  the  power  of  sale  and  revoke  the  uses  of  "^ 
will  and  appoint  new  ones. 

Mr.  Dart,  for  the  Plaintiffs.      Under  the  circiJ"  *^" 

stances  stated    in  this  special  case,  the  Plaintiffs    ^^^^ 

make   a   good    title   under   the   power  of  sale.      '"%r  *^^ 

purchaser   relies   on   the   doctrine   stated   in   Sugct^^^^ 

Powers  (a),  relative  to  powers  of  charging.     He  st^^^> 

*^    It 

{a)  Vol.  l,p.  354(6thcd.) 
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Ireqaently  happens,  that  powers  are  given  to  parties 
e  exercised  by  them  when  in  the  actual  possession 
I c  estate.  In  some  cases,  it  would  be  desirable  that  the 
cr  should  be  given  so  as  to  enable  the  party  to  exe- 

it,  although  his  remainder  has  not  fallen  into  pos- 
iOQ,  and,  at  the  same  time  so  as  not  to  accelerate 
charge  under  the  power.  Sometimes,  when  a  person 
smainder  has  been  desirous  to  execute  his  power  as 
fe  possession,  it  has  been  attempted  to  put  the  party 

situation  to  do  so,  by  accelerating  the  possession  of 
estate.  Mr.  Sutler  observes,  that  in  one  case  it  is 
r  that  this  will  answer  the  object  intended ;  tliat  is, 
re  il.  is  tenant  for  life,  with  the  immediate  re- 
nder (without  any  limitation  to  trustees)  to  S.  for 

with  a  power  for  B.  to  jointure  when  in  possession. 
€,  if  A.  surrenders  to  B.,  B.  is  to  all  purposes  in 
session  of  the  estate,  and,  therefore,  in  a  situation  to 
rcise  his  powers.  But  he  adds,  that  where  there 
.n  intermediate  estate  this  never  can  be  relied  on. 
t  is  expressed  in  the  deed,  as  it  generally  is,  that  it 
11  be  lawful  for  the  party  to  exercise  the  power  when 
K)ssession  under  the  limitations,  and  there  is  a  limi- 
on  to  trustees  to  preseve  the  contingent  remainders, 

first  tenant  for  life  can  in  nowise  put  the  second 
int  for  life  in  possession  of  the  estate  but  by  an 
lal  conveyance  of  his  life  estate ;  consequently,  the 
:y  will  then  be  in  possession,  not  by  virtue  of  the 
tations  pf  the  deeds,  but  by  the  act  of  the  first 
mt  for  life.  For,  instead  of  being  tenant  in  pos- 
ion  for  his  life  only,  as  he  would  be  if  he  was  in 
lession  under  the  limitations  in  the  deed,  he  is  tenant 
K)ssession  for  the  life  of  another  person,  with  a  re- 
nder for  his  own  life ;  so  that  he  has  two  estates 
ch  are  perfectly  distinct,  and  under  the  limitations 
be  settlement  he  is  only  tenant  for  life  in  remainder* 

Where 
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Where  these  words,  therefore,  are  inserted,  it  seenii 
clear,  that  the  party  is  not  in  possession  within  t1 
words  or  meaning  of  the  deeds,  and,  consequently,  no^ 
in  a  situation  for  exercising  his  power.    Where  thi 
words  are  not  inserted,  it  may  be  contended  that  the; 
ought  to  implied. 


"  Now  there  seems  ground  to  contend,  that  evec 
where  there  is  no   limitation  to  trustees,  the  powe: 
cannot  be  duly  exercised.    The  question  is  not^  wh( 
ther  in  strictness  of  law  the  tenant  is,  after  the  sui 
render,  in  possession  under  the  limitations,  which 
clearly  is,  but  whether  the  testator  intended  that 
power  should  be  executed  in  the  given  event.     It  is,  F 
truth,  a  simple  fraud  on  the  remainderman.     Suppor 
il.  to  be  tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  B.  for  life, 
mainder  to  C,  with  a  power  to  B,  to  jointure  when 
possession.    It  seems  clear,  that  the  testator  could  01 
mean  that  B.  should  exercise  his  power  on  the  d( 
of  A.  or  forfeiture  of  his  estate,  that  is,  he  can  be  01 
considered  to  have  contemplated  the  determination 
the  estate  by  the  act  of  God  (death)  or  the  act  of  1 
(forfeiture).     But  if  A,  surrender  to  jB.,  who  exercis= 
his  power,  and  then  B,  die  in  the  lifetime  of  A.,  t 
estate  will  go  to  the  remainderman  charged  with  t 
jointure ;  whereas,  without  the  assistance  of  A.,  t 
estate  could  not  have  been  charged  by  B.  in  his  {A^ 
lifetime.     It  may  be  said,  that  the  possession  of  C.  t 
remainderman  is  accelerated,  inasmuch  as  if  no  sun 
der  had  been  made  he  would  not  have  been  entitled 
the  possession  till  the  death  of  A, ;  but  this  argumc^ 
leaves  the  testator's  intention  behind,  and  makes  it^ 
mere  question  of  loss  and  gain.     And  if  we  look  at  t- 
question  in  that  light  we  shall  find  that  surrenders 
this  kind  are  made  for  the  express  purpose  of  chargi  ^ 
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he  feiiliiitldertDan's  estate,  so  that  he  is  nev^t  benefited 
jj  the  arrangement.  A  lease  is  granted  previously  to 
he  surrender  in  order  to  secure  the  profits  to  the  tenant 
or  life  who  surrenders.  To  hold,  thereFore,  this  to  be 
iithin  the  words  of  the  will  or  settlement,  is  to  autho- 
ize  the  tenant  for  life  in  possession  and  the  next  re- 
nainderman  to  commit  a  fraud  on  the  other  remainder- 

In  this  passage^  Sir  JE.  Sugden  is  discussing  the  ac« 
releration  of  powers  of  a  very  different  nature  from  the 
iresent,  namely,  powers  of  charging  and  jointuring,  and 
irhere,  by  the  acceleration  of  the  second  estate  for  life, 
;he  remainderman  may  be  saddled  with  double  the 
imount  of  the  charges  intended.  The  reasoning  is  in- 
ipplicable  to  a  power  of  sale  or  exchange,  where  the 
mine  of  the  interest  of  the  remainderman  remains  the 
iame,  or  is  probably  increased  by  a  judicious  sale. 

The  circumstance,  that  a  settled  estate  is  reversionary, 
loes  not  prevent  its  being  sold  under  a  power  of  sale 
contained  in  the  settlement,  though  the  rights  of  the 
tenant  for  life  are  thereby  accelerated  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  remainderman.  Thus  in  Clark  V.  Seymour  (a)y  a 
revereion  in  fee  expectant  on  a  life  estate  was  settled  in 
strict  settlement,  and  the  trustees  were  empowered,  at 
any  time  thereafter,  with  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for 
life  under  the  settlement,  to  sell  or  exchange  the  lands. 
The  two  successive  tenants  for  life  and  the  trustees  sold 
the  estate,  and  it  was  objected  that  the  power  of  sale 
could  not  be  exercised  until  the  reversion  came  into  pos- 
session ;  but  the  Court  held,  that  the  power  was  well 
exercised.    So  in  Oilesy.  Home8(b)  a  reversion  of  a  moiety 

of 

(a)  7  Simofu,  67.  (6)  15  Simonif  359. 
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of  a  fitfm  was  seUM  on  a  marriage,  Bod  the  trustees 
were  emponered  to  mXLwken  in  possession^  and  the  hus- 
band  anct  wife  covmanCed  that  if  they  should  thereafter 
aequirn  any  other  share  in  the  farm,  they  would 
ooDfqriknpoQ  thetmeteand  subject  to  the  powers  of 
the  eetHed  moiety :  after  that  moiety  had  fallen  into  po$- 
eeerioDf  a.mowty  of  the  other  moiety  descended  to  the 
wifi,  aol  ill  patoigum,  but  subject  to  the  life  interest ;  iu 
was  bMp  nevertheleas,  diat  it^  as  well  as  the  settled. 
moiety,  was  saleable  under  the  power. 

Mn  Bawru^f  emUri,    The    Plaintiffs  am  atnctlji^^ 
bound  by,  the  tenne  of  the  power,  by  which  they  ar^-i 
only  enabled  to  seilt  with  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for 
life  when  in  poseeMJoo  nnder  the  with     Here  the  tenan^ 
for  life  it  jn  poeaessioo  not  under  the  will,  but  under  ■ 
pritate  anangement  with  a  tenant  for  life  pamntount  th» 
will,  and  which  was  effected  far  the  express  purpose  m 
enabling  the  Plainti£Bi  to  occomphsh,  indirectly,  the 
which  the  power  forbids  them  to  do  directly.    The  trus 
tees  with  the  assent  of  the  first  and  second  tenants  for  lif 
could  not  exercise  the  power  of  sale,  neither  can  the^^ 
make  a  good  title  by  obtaining  a  surrender,  for  the  wido\^ 
of  William  Henry  is  not  in  possession  under  the  wilt  ^ 
but  under  the  surrender,  and  this  is  not  the  possessior 
contemplated  by  the  testator.  The  testator,  on  the  fece  ( 

hi 


Note.— In  Blackwood  \,  Borrowes  (4  Dru  8f  WarA6%)  Sir  £. 
den  sayB,  **  It  is  settled  by  the  authorities,  that  unless  there  be  a  rei 
tion  against  an  immediate  sale,  the  power  may  be  exercised  at  once, 
as  to  increase,  or  rather  advance,  the  interest  of  the  tenant  for  life  i 
the  expense  of  the  remainderman ;  for  if,  instead  of  waiting  for  th^ 
expiration  of  the  particular  estate,  the  reversionary  interest  be  told,  S^ 
must  of  course  be  sold  at  a  much  less  price  than  the  estate  in  [ 
would  have  produced.  The  authorities  have,  however,  settled  th 
question,  ana  wisely  I  think  established,  that  if  there  be  no  intentio*^ 
expressed,  the  power  may  be  exercised  immediately." 
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liis  will,  8tate8  the  estate  for  life  of  the  widow  of  Hugh,       1856. 

and  had  that  fact  in  his  contemplation  when  he  speaks 

of  '*  being  entitled  in  possession,  under  the  limitations 

hereinbefore  contained."    The  reasoning  of  Sir  E.  8u(f' 

den  is  applicable,  for  the  rights  of  the  remainderman 

may  be  prejudiced  and  certainly  are  altered  by  an  act 

not  within  the  scope  of  the  power.    He  may  prefer 

having  the  family  estate  and  be  desirous  that  it  should 

not  be  aliened  or  converted  into  money,  and  even  if  the 

full  value  be  obtained,  he  may  attach  to  the  property, 

from  personal  feelings,  a  preiium  affeciionU. 

In  Coxe  V.  Day  (a),  where  an  estate  was  settled  to  a 
father  for  life,  with  an  immediate  remainder  to  his  son 
for  life,  with  remainder  over,  with  a  power  to  the  father 
during  his  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  the  son,  during 
his  life,  to  lease.  The  father  conveyed  his  life  estate  to 
the  son,  who,  during  his  father's  lifetime,  exercised  the 
power  of  leasing,  but  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held 
the  lease  to  be  void. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  RoLis. 

I  will  mention  this  to-morrow,  after  consulting  the 
tiithorities. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  March  7. 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  power  of 

^le  given  by  the  will  of  the  testator  can  be  properly 

^jcecuted  in  the  lifetime  of  Jane  Stacpoole,  the  widow  of 

Hugh 
(a)  13  Easi,  118. 


1856. 
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Jltyh  SlacpooU,  She  has  surrendered  her  Kfe  mtnte 
by  means  of  which,  the  subsequent  estates  are  accele- 
rated, and  the  widow  of  the  testator,  as  the  first  teoaDi 
for  life  under  the  will,  is  now  in  actual  possession  ot 
the  estate.  The  trustees  propose  selling  on  advatitageouf 
terms  and  Jam,  the  widow  of  William  Henry  and  the 
first  tenant  for  life,  has  given  her  consent  to  the  sale* 
and  under  these  dretimstancea  the  doubt  arit^es.       :^ 


It  seems  to  be,  if  not  settled,  at  all  events  the  betlei 
opinion,  ond  one  which  the  Court  would  be  disposed  tc 
act  on,  that  when  a  power  to  charge  an  estate  is  given. 
under  circumstances  like  these,  that  \s  when  there  arc 
two  successive  life  estates  and  an  estate  in  remainder 
and  a  power  is  given  to  the  tenants  for  life  in  possesstor 
to  charge,  that  power  cannot  be  exercised  by  the  seconc 
tenant  for  life,  upon  the  first  surrendering  his  life  estati 
so  as  to  bring  the  second  into  possession  *  The  reai^oi 
is  obvious,  it  might  be  done  for  the  purpose  of  fraud 
and  for  multiplying  the  charges  on  the  estate  a^ins 
the  remainderman :  the  testator  has  given  the  properti 
in  such  a  way,  that  the  estate  of  the  person  in  remainde 
shall  not  be  charged  by  the  second  tenant  for  life,  unti 
he  comes  into  possession  of  the  estate  after  the  death  c 
the  first  tenant  for  life.  If  it  were  otherwise,  the  resul 
might  be  this  :— the  first  tenant  for  life  might  surrende 
his  estate  and  so  enable  the  second  to  create  the  charsc 
and  he  might  afterwards  die  before  the  first  tenant  fo 
life,  and  a  charge  might  thus  be  created  which  wa 
never  contemplated,  and  which  could  never  have  takei 
eflfect  under  the  strict  words  of  the  settlement;  grea 
frauds  might  thus  be  committed. 

But  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  reasoning  does  no 
apply  to  a  power  of  sale,  and  that  the  distinction  hui 

been 
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beexft   correctly  taken  in  the  argument     A  charge  dimi-       1866. 

nish^s  the  estate  of  the  remainderman,  but  a  sale  and 
eroKasLnge  does  not,  and  the  reasoning  as  applicable  to 
accr^Iei-ating  a  power  to  charge,  fails  in  regard  to  a  sale  Timow. 
or  ^.jccsliaDge.  In  the  case  of  a  charge,  it  is  the  inten- 
tion. c»<^  the  testator  that  the  interest  of  the  remainder- 
nA^is  edsall  not  be  diminished,  except  in  the  particular 
case  specified,  but  in  the  other  case,  there  is  no  diminu- 
tiort  o€*  his  interest,  but  only  a  change  in  the  property; 
^■^  &a.ine  presumption,  therefore,  does  not  arise.  The 
cono]  mission  I  have  come  to  is  this,  that  this  rule  does 
^^^  ^l^ply  to  powers  of  sale  and  exchange.  It  is  ad- 
^itt^^^  to  be  a  question  of  intention,  and  you  must  there- 
«>re  1  ^i^ok  to  the  words  of  the  will.  The  power  of  sale 
^*  ^^-^-^^ched  to  the  estate  for  life,  which  is  accelerated; 

^^    i*-    is  obvious,  that,  as  regards  the  tenant  in  remain- 

***     't'ftie  value  of  the  subject  matter  given  to  him  by 

^   ^^^^nor  is  not  in  the  slightest  degree  diminished  by 

.    ^   ^^^•^ercise  of  the  power  of  sale.     The  land  from  realty 

'^*"'^::ied  into  money,  but  the  value,  by  a  bond  fide  sale, 

^^^^<tly  the  same.     In  the  case  of  a  charge  it  is  not 

*     "^^^e  interest  of  the  remainderman  is  diminished  by 

an    — ^  ^-^  "^ 

^^^iditional  charge,  by  something  taken  away,  under 

^      ^^^^nstances    not  contemplated    by   the   donor,  and 

^*^Core  It  does  not  come  within  the  terms  of  the 

^^^Tiother  argument  suggested,  is  the  possibility  that  the 
^^a.inderman  might  wish  to  preserve  the  family  estate 
^^%old,  that  he  may  attach  to  it  a  premium  affecHonis. 
^  ^m  of  opinion  that  this  argument  cannot  apply  in  the 
T^'^'esent  case,  because  the  power  of  sale  shews,  that  the 
^onor  did  not  intend  or  wish  the  estate  to  be  preserved ; 
^he  remainderman   must  take  it  subject  to  the  con- 
dition attached  to  the  gift,  and  has  no  right  to  prevent 

ite 
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its  being  sold,  if  the  tenant  for  life  wishes  it,  provided 
the  sale  is  bona  fide. 

It  is  not  to  be  presumed,  that  the  intention  of  the 
testator  is  other  than  that  which  he  has  expressed  in 
plain  terms  on  his  will,  and  I  cannot  hold,  that  the 
tenant  for  life  shall  not  be  able,  during  the  existence  of 
the  life  estate,  to  exercise  the  power  bon&  fde. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  question  onght  to  be 
answered  in  the  affirmative. 


r 
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March  12,  13, 

WINTOUR  V.  CLIFTON.  ^*  ""^  ^^• 

April  9. 

dIS  suit  was  instituted  to  determine  certain  questions  The  testator 

which  arose  on  the  construction  of  the  will  of  Sir  J^l^^^^  3 

J^<^£^^nt  Clifton.     The  Plaintiffs  were  the  trustees  of  the  successively 

P^^^c:>nal  estate  of  Sir  Robert  Clifton  under  his  will,  and  ^\^^  fi„\  and 

w^i*^    also  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  other  sons  of 
_.  .  .  .     .         B.  in  tail,  not 

und^r  the  uses  to  which  his  real  estate  stood  limited  only  bis  own 

under  the  trusts  of  his  will.  fee-simple  et- 

tates,  but 
others  of 
Tine  first  question  which  arose  and  which  had  to  be  vl'ich  he  was 

^^t.^x-mined  was,  whether  the  will  of  Sir  Robert  Clifton  jn  remainder 

^^■^is^d  a  case  of  election  aj2:ainst  the  present  baronet.  Sir  (""bject  to  in- 
•w^      ^  ,     ,       ^_  ^  ,     ,  ^  .  ,  .  ,    termediate  es- 

-^^o^^rt  Jucheit  Chfton,  and  the  second  question  (which  tates  to  A. 

aros^,  in  the  event  only  of  the  Court  being  of  opinion  Jttw  held^"'*" 

^"^t    a  case  of  election  existed)  was,  whether  Sir  Robert  upon  the  con- 

•^«<c?A^«  Clifton  had  already  bound  himself  by  making  thTtenns^of 

s^iili  election.  ^he  will,  that 

the  testator 
^      intended  to 
^^'  dispose  of 
^  more  than  bis 

1^*^    interest  in  the  settled  estates,  and  that  therefore  A,  and  B.  were  bound  either  to 
^  ^^    ^fect  to  the  will,  or  to  make  compensation. 

]    1  «rder  to  constitute  a  concluded  election,  the  act  done  must  be  with  a  full  know- 

^1    ^^   of  the  circumstances  of  the  case  and  the  rights  to  which  the  person  put  to  bis 

®^5^«)n  was  entitled, 
^•^r  ^f/?on  Hall,  and  the  manor  and  estate  of  WiWrrd,  stood  limited  to  the  testator  for  life, 
1^  JT^  >%mainder  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B.  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  the  testator 
Q^l  ^^.  The  testator  was  also  seised  in  fee  of  newly  purchased  lands  at  Wiiford  and  of 
c^lj^*"  hereditaments.  He  devised  "  his  manor"  of  Wilford  and  "  his  mansion-house" 
111"  ^ci  Clifton  Hall,  and  his  fee-simple  property,  to  A,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B.  for 
tlj  *  '^ith*  remainder  to  B.'s  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  &c.  &c.  The  will  empowered 
1^^^  ^^nants  for  life,  when  in  possession,  to  lease  (except  the  mansion,  &c.),  to  jointure, 
••  K  ?°  charge  portions  for  younger  children.  The  testator  also  gave  pictures,  &c. 
i^  ^^^Ir-looms,  and  his  personal  estate  was  to  be  invested  on  like  trusts.  The  testator  died 
t^l  ^37,  and  in  184S  yl.  and  B.  suffered  a  recovery.  Held,  that,  by  his  will,  the  tes- 
e^^  ^  was  disposing  not  only  of  his  reversion,  but  of  the  fee-simple  in  the  settled 
Ij^^^^  and  tiiat  therefore  A.  and  B.  were  bound  to  elect:  and,  secondly,  that  they 
^ot  elected  by  joining  in  the  recovery. 
^  «  (in  the  above  case)  had  died  in  J  852.  Held,  that  his  executors  had  improperly 
'  ^  made  parties  to  a  bill  subsequently  filed  to  determine  the  question  of  election. 
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Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  C  Browne^  for  the  Plabtiff, 


iK^TouR         ^^^  ^^^^  ^^j   jj^^  Seltff^n,  for  Sir  HiAert  Juck 


Mr-  Zee,  Mr.  it.  Palmar,  Mr,  FotkU,  Mr.  iJa^^Aaj 
Mr.  Greene,  Mr.  Sonikgaie,  Mr.  X  H^.  Palmer^ 
Kenyan^  Mr,  Druce^  Mr,  Osborne^  Mr*  ^011^-?  5afeJ 
aad  Mr>  Maihnr&t^  for  other  DcfendaiiU. 


The    following   authorities   were   cited: — Weity  w^ 

Wdby(a)i    Church  t.  Mundyih);   F^rd  v.  F<»rdC«=^>; 
RancUffe  v»  Parkyns  (d) ;    Read  v»   Cra;?  (c)  ;    ^0^  w^- 

Mariyn{f)\  Hicks  v.  Sallittiy);  Blake  v.  Bm^^- 
bury  (A)  ;  Dillon  v,  Parker  (t)  ■  Grtiton  v*  Haward  ^  ^fc^  ; 
Chester  V.  ChesieT{l);  TheAitommf-Gentralv.  VigorQwm^y  ; 
SooiU  V.  Bltind€U{n);  Dm  v.  /ioaAe(o);  Ecan^  i^* 
Mimns  (|>) ;  Napier  y.  Napier  (y) ;  Padbury  v,  ClarA  C*^  5  » 
1  Jiim.  on  Wills,  556  (2nd  ed.)^  Sw^d  Real  Pr.  «J*- 
''Etectio  ." 


^fri/  9.  7^e  Master  c>f  ^Ae  Koll3. 

I  think  it  unnecessary  to  go  tbrotigh  the  history  *^» 
the  Ittle  to  the  property  prior  to  Sir  Robert  Clif£*>^  ^ 
possession  of  iL  It  will  be  sufficient  to  make  my  -^ri^^ 
clear,  if  I  state  what  were  the  estates  and  inteM*^^^^ 
which  Sir  Robert  Clifton  had  in  the  ¥arious  prope*"^'^ 


[ 


(a)  2  r«i,^B.  isn 

{k}  1  Sim.  425,  n. 

(fr)  12  r<rf*426:  15  rrJ.a£)6. 

(/)  3  P.  FTm*,  56, 

{c}  6  Haf<,  48e. 

(m)  8  r'rs.  256. 

(J)  6  lAm?  14D. 

(b)  1  Mer.  219, 

(e)  1  Brt>.  a  a  4BI. 

£(i)  2  Mifig.  497, 

^5. 

{/)  S  Barm.  ^  Cr,  497. 

(p)    r,  C.  K.2^Jufy,m^     - 

t^)  3  Df  0,,  Jl/,  4^  G.  782, 

(^)  1  SiM.  28, 

,ad2 

{k)   I    Fei.  jun.  514, 

(r)    1  Jfo//  4  Tm.  341 

iliMr,^a29& 
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Sie  possessed,  and  the  manner  in  which  he  has  dealt        1866. 
"^vith  them  by  his  will.  v^v-^^ 

WiNTOUR 
V. 

The  property  of  which  Sir  Robert  Clifton  was  pos-      Clifton. 
sessed  may  be  thus  divided : — 

First,  the  mansion  house  at  Clifton,  together  with 
^he  garden  grounds  and  woodlands,  held  in  immediate 
<;onnexion  with  the  mansion,  and  which  have  been 
called  "  the  mansion  and  domain  lands."  These,  under 
the  will  of  his  father,  Sir  Gervas^  so  far  as  it  is  material 
to  state  the  limitations,  stood  limited  to  Sir  Robert  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  Sir  Juckes  for  life,  with  remain- 
der to  the  present  baronet,  Sir  Robert  Juckes  Clifton 
in  tail  male,  with  an  ultimate  remainder  in  fee  to  the 
testator  Sir  Robert. 

Secondly,  the  manor  and  old  estate  of  Wtlford, 
which  was,  under  the  will  of  Sir  Gervas,  limited,  in 
like  manner,  to  Sir  Robert  for  life,  remainder  to  Sir 
Juckes  for  life,  remainder  to  Sir  Robert  Juckes  Clifton, 
the  present  baronet,  in  tail,  with  an  ultimate  remainder 
in  fee  to  the  testator  Sir  Robert. 

Thirdly,  the  manor  and  estate  of  Clifton-cum" 
Glapton,  of  which,  under  the  settlement  made  on  the 
marriage  of  Sir  Gervas  and  a  recovery  subsequently 
sufiered  by  Sir  Robert,  he  was  tenant  in  fee  simple. 

Fourthly,  the  new  estate  of  Wilford,  that  is,  certain 
additional  lands  purchased  at  Wilford  by  Sir  Robert, 
of  which  he  was  tenant  in  fee  simple. 

Fifthly,  the  two  advowsons  of  Clifton-cum-Glapton, 
and  of  Wilford,  of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee  simple. 

oo2  Sixthly, 
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Sixthly,  besides  these.  Sir  Robert  was  owner,  in  f*^e 
simple,  of  the  manor  and  estate  at  Barton  and  CAt/to^^/£ 
I  omit  all  statement  of  the  limitations,  which  either  c^jd 
not  take  effect,  or  have  expired,  and  this  was,  in  -^Jlie 
events  which  happened,  the  manner  in  which  these  ^  ^o- 
perties  stood  limited. 

This  being  so,  it  is  obvious  that  the  matters  wh   ^^^ 
Sir  Robert  could  dispose  of  by  will  were  : — 

1st.  The  manor  and  estates  of  Clifton. 

2nd.  The  new  lands  at  Wilford. 

3rd.  The  two  advowsons. 

4th.  The  reversion  in  fee  in  the  manor  and  domar-^         . 
lands  at  Clifton,  and  in  the  manor  and  old  Wilfor^^^^ 
estates. 

6th.  And  besides  these,  he  had  power  to  dispose  <^     ^^ 
the  Barton  estate. 

Having  this  power.  Sir  Robert  made  his  will  on  thrf-^    "^ 
7th  December,  1832.     By  it,  he  devised  in  the  worcfcp'-^  ^"'^ 
following  : — '*  I  give  and  devise  all  those  my  manor  ^^  ^^ 
or  lordships,  or  reputed  manors  or  lordships,  of  Cliftom^'^^^^^' 
cum-Glapton  and   Wilford,  otherwise  WiUford,  in  tlr^  h 
said  county  of  Notts,  and  the  advowson  of  the  churches  *"J 
of  Clifton  and  Wilford,  in  the  same  county,  and  al^*& 
all  that  my  capital  messuage  or  mansion-house  calle^v^ 
Clifton  Hall,  and  all  and  every  my  messuages,  farms, 
lands  and  hereditaments  in  the  said  county  of  Notting- 
ham, and  usually  called  the  Clifton  estate,  with  their 
rights,  members  and  appurtenances,  to  the  uses  herein- 
after  declared,  that  is  to  say:" — then  he  proceeds  to  devise 
them  to  ^\vJuckes  Clifton  for  life,  without  impeachment 
of  waste,  and  after  his  decease  to  Sir  Robert  Juckes 
Clijton   for  life,   without  impeachment  of  waste,   re« 

mainder 
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mainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  Sir  Robert 
Jmckes  Clifton  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  the  second 
and  other  sons  of  Sir  Juches  Clifton  in  tail  male,  with 
divers  remainders  over,  under  which,  the  Defendant 
Henry  Robert  Markham  is  the  first  tenant  in  tail  now 
tn  esse.  He  then  devised  the  Barton  estate  to  his 
brother,  Sir  Arthur  Clifton^  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  Sir 
Juches  Clifton  for  life,  with  like  remainders  over  for  life 
and  in  tail,  as  thereinafter  expressed  with  reference  to 
his  Clifton  and  Wilford  estates,  with  a  difference  not 
necessary  to  be  specially  mentioned.  The  proper  and 
ordinary  limitation  to  trustees  to  preserve  the  various 
contingent  remainders  above  mentioned  was  made  to 
Messrs.  Morse  and  Westcomb,  and  their  heirs,  for  this 
purpose.  He  then  directs,  that  the  persons  in  posses* 
sion  of  the  estates,  under  these  limitations,  shall  take 
the  name  and  arms  of  Clifton,  with  a  proviso  of  for- 
feiture, in  case  of  neglect  in  so  doing  for  twelve 
months. 


1866. 


The  will  then  contains  a  power  to  the  tenant  for  life 
in  possession  of  the  hereditaments  devised,  from  time  to 
time  to  grant  leases  of  any  part  thereof,  (except  the 
house  and  domain  lands,)  for  twenty-one  years,  reserving 
the  best  rent  without  fine  or  premium.  The  will  then 
contains  a  proviso,  authorizing  the  various  tenants  for 
life  under  the  will,  when  in  possession  of  the  rents,  to 
grant  a  rent-charge  or  rent-charges  in  favour  of  any 
wife,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  800/.  per  annum,  to 
be  charged  upon  all  or  any  part  of  the  hereditaments 
thereinbefore  devised,  except  the  mansion-house  at 
Clifton  Hall,  and  the  domain  lands  and  fisheries  and  the 
advowsons. 


The  will  then  contains  a  power  to  the  tenant  for  life, 

in 
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WtKToua 


in   Ilka  manner^  to  charge  the  faerediUnieDts  devi: 
(except  the  property  last  excepted)  with  portioos  P" 
youn^^er  children,  but  so  that  the  amoaDt  for  oae  su 
child  should  not  exceed  lO^OOOL,  and  for  two  or  m 
such  children  should  not  exceed  20,000/  in  the  whol 


The  testator  then  bequeathed  the  plat^^  linen^  chit 
booksj  pictures,  furniture  and  wines,  in  or  about  CHfi 
Ha  11 J  to  the  trustees^  Morse  and  We^tcombt  their  e: 
cutorfi,  administrators  and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  pen 
thetn  to  be  used  by  the  persona  entitled,  from  lime 
time,  nnder  the  limitations  tliereinbefare  contained, 
the  mansion- house,  and  the  same  were  (so  far  as  tbe^ 
were  not  in  their  nature  consumable  by  use),  to  be  ic^^  ^^ 
the  nature  of  heir-looms ;  and  the  testator  directed  the^^  ^:^ 
person,  so  entitled  to  such  use,  to  sign  an  inventory  of 
such  articles,  and  an  undertaking  to  restore  them  in  the 
same  condition,  with  proper  allowaoces  for  reaionahle 
wear  and  tear.  Then,  after  giving  various  legacies,  the 
testator  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  and 
effects  to  the  same  trustees,  in  trust  to  convert  and  invest 
in  the  purchase  of  lands  in  England^  to  be  settled  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  hereditaments  devised  by  his  will, 
so  far  as  they  might  be  capable  of  taking  effect,  and  in 
the  meantime,  to  be  invested  in  the  funds,  and  the  inte- 
rest thereof  to  be  paid  to  the  person  entitled  in  posses- 
sion to  the  devised  estates.  The  testator  appointed  Sir 
Juches  Clifton^  Sir  Arthur  Clifton^  and  Morse  and 
Westcomb  executors  of  his  will,  and  also  gave  a  power 
of  appointing  new  trustees. 


f3 


On  the  28th  o{  April,  1837,  Sir  Robert  died,  and  the 
will  was  proved  by  the  four  executors.  The  fM'esent 
Plaintiffs  have  since  been  duly  appointed  trustees  of  the 
will,  in  the  respective  places  of  Morse  and  Westcomb, 
who  have  both  since  died« 

Tli^^ 
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17he  question  on  this  will  is,  did  Sir  Robert  Clifton^ 

ac^crording  to  the  true  and   proper  construction  of  it, 

devise  and  deal  with  the  present  interest  in  the  mansion- 

taovjftse  at  Clifton  Hall  and  the  domain  lands  attached  to 

i^9    cft.nd  also  in  the  manor  and  old  estate  of  Wilford,  over 

^n^l^a^h  he  had  no  power  of  disposition  by  will,  or  were 

tim^     devises  in  questions  confined  to  the  disposal  of  the 

i^l^s  vnate  reversion  in  fee,  which  he  had  the  power  to 

d^^^^ise.     If  the  former,  a  question  of  election  arose,  not 

^o     M  £  the  latter  is  the  true  construction  to  be  put  on  this 


1866. 

WiNTOUK 
CZilFTON. 


ell 

ism 
li 


r^or  the  persons  who  contend  that  a  question  of 
lotion  arose,  the  expressions  in  the  will  are  strongly 
i  £ted  upon,  which  points  to  the  enjoyment,  under  the 
i^tations  contained  in  his  will,  of  the  mansion-house 
Clifton  Hall,  the  domain  lands,  the  manor  and 
^tes  of  Wilford. 


On  the  other  band.  Sir  Robert  Jvckes  Clifton  con- 
ies, that  the  words  of  the  will  are  satisfied,  by  having 
ard  to  the  fact,  that  the  reversion  in  fee  in  the  house 
L  domain  was  vested  in  the  testator,  and  that  he 
int  to  dispose  of  that  reversion  alone ;  and,  also, 
7"*^  ^'t  the  new  lands  in  Wilford^  of  which  he  was  owner 
'  "^  *^,  were  meant  to  pass  under  the  devise  of  the  lands 
*"^  ^fVilford.  It  is  urged,  that  upon  the  will,  there  is 
^^^  be  observed  an  intention  to  confirm  the  settlement 
''^^dy  made  by  Sir  Gervas,  to  keep  matters  as  they 
^•"^,  and  that  there  is  suflBcient  for  the  will  to  operate 
Poo  ;  that  if  that  b6  so,  it  is  impossible  to  include  in 


111 
of 


^   Revise  what  the  testator  had  no  power  to  dispose 


Or   to  assume,  that  such  was   his  intention.    The 

^^^B  of  Lord  JEMon  applicable  to  such  cases  are  these  : 

J^rima  facie,  it  is  not  to  be  supposed,  that  a  testator 

eposes  of  that  which  is  not  his  own.     It  must  be  by 

demonstration 


454 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1866. 


demonstration  plain,  by  necessary  implication  (mean- 
ing by  that  the  utter  improbability  that  he  could 
have  meant  otherwise),  that  the  case  of  election  is 
raised.  But  where  there  is  that  plain  demonstration, 
that  necessary  implication,  then  you  must  give  up  all, 
to  pass  according  to  the  will,  or  make  compensation. 
But  it  rests  upon  those  contending  for  a  case  of  election 
to  show  that  there  is  that  manifest  plain  demonstration 
and  utter  improbability"  (a). 

I  now,  therefore,  proceed  to  examine  the  will  of  Sir 
Robert  Clifton  upon  these  principles,  but  before  doing 
BO,  I  think  it  proper  to  observe,  that  I  do  not  under- 
stand Lord  EldoUy  by  these  observations,  to  mean, 
that  the  rules  for  the  construction  of  wills  are  to  be 
varied  in  this  case,  any  more  than  as  I  have  had  oc- 
casion formerly  to  observe  in  the  case  of  the  dis- 
herison of  the  heir,  who  is  not  to  be  disinherited  unless 
by  plain  words  or  necessary  implication.  In  all  thes^^^ 
cases,  the  meaning  of  the  testator  is  to  be  collected  ^, 
from  the  plain  import  of  the  words  he  uses,  and  i\^ — ^^^^ 
question  here  is,  does  the  testator,  by  these  words  d^  jg_ 
scribing  the  premises  intend  to  devise  a  present  intere  ^r^sst 
in  them  to  the  objects  of  his  bounty?  With  this  vie  -  ■  -^w 
I  have  carefully  read  and  considered  the  will  of  ">= — '^'r 
Robert  Clifton — in  the  first  place  by  itself,  with  a  vie*^' 
to  arrive  at  what  was  the  real  intention  and  meanirijj^ 
of  the  testator  without  havino;  re<i:ard  to  anv  technica  / 

Do  ^ 

rules  of  law,  or  to  any  particular  decisions  which  ma)' 
govern  this  case,  and  I  have  then  reconsidered  the  will, 
in  conjunction  witli  the  cases  to  which  I  have  been  re- 
ferred, and  which  arc  applicable  to  this  question. 

Looking  at  the  will  by  itself,  I  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion, that  he  meant  to  dispose  of  the  present  interest 
in  the  whole  property  of  which  he  was  |josses;5ed,  as  if 

he 
(rt)  6  Dow,  179. 
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he  were  the  absolute  owner  of  the  entirety.  The  words  I 
have  read  include  the  mansion-house  of  Clifton  hall.    If 
the  testator  had  been  seised  in  fee  of  that  messuage,  and 
of  the  domain  around  it,  no  question  could  have  been 
raised  to  exclude  it  from  the  operation  of  the  devise,  and 
so,  in  like  manner,  of  the  Wilford  estate.   It  is  very  true, 
that  the  will  is  to  be  read  with  the  knowledge  present 
to  the  mind,  that  the  testator  had  but  an  interest  in  re- 
version in  that  property,  and  that  he  had  not  the  whole, 
and  it  is  to  be  assumed,  that  the  testator  did  not  in- 
tend to  devise  what  he  had  no  power  of  disposing  of, 
and  that  the  burthen  of  proof  lies  on  those  who  contend, 
that  a  case  of  election  arises,  to  show  why  his  words 
are  extended  to  the  particular  thing  over  which  he  had 
no  power  of  disposition.     I  first  consider  the  case  of  the 
liouse  and  the  domain  around  it,  of  which  he  had  only 
the  reversion  in  fee,  after  the  failure  of  the  limitations 
contained  in  the  will  of  Sir  Gervas  Clifton.     He  ex- 
pressly mentions  the  mansion-house,  and  classes  it  with 
the   hereditaments  forming  part  of  what    is    usually 
called  the  Clifton  estate.     Certainly,  in  ordinary  par- 
lance, the  estate  would  be  held  to  include  the  mansion*^ 
house  upon  it,  and  the  garden,  pleasure-grounds  and 
groves,  never  let  but  always  occupied  with  the  house. 
Did  he  intend  them  both  to  go  in  the  same  manner? 
He  assuredly  gives  the  present  interest  in  the  manor 
and  Clifton  estate;  he  makes   no  distinction   between 
them  as  to  the  limitations,  and  as  to  the  powers  of  the 
tenants  for  life  over  them  ;  he  considers  it  necessary  to 
exempt  the   house,  grounds  and   plantation   occupied 
therewith,  apparently  on  the  assumption,  that,  but  for 
such  exception,  the   power  of  leasing,   the   power  of 
jointuring,    and    the    power  of   raising    portions    for 
younger  children,  would  extend   to   such   house   and 
lands.     I  feel  it  difKcult  to  reconcile  these  directions 
and  exceptions  with  any  intention  in  the  testator,  that 

his 
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1856.  his  will  was  only  to  operate  on  his  reversion  in  fee  in 
these  lands.  The  limitations  contained  in  bis  will, 
which  are  applicable  to  both,  are  inconsistent  with  any 
such  intention.  His  reversion  in  fee  could  not  arise, 
until  after  the  decease  without  issue  of  Sir  Juckes  and 
of  Sir  Robert  Juckes  Clifton,  and  yet  to  them  be  gave 
estates  for  life,  which  could  have  no  meaning  if  ap- 
plied only  to  the  reversion,  which  was  to  take  effect 
afler  their  respective  deceases  without  leaving  issue. 

If  it  be  asked,  on  what  rational  hypothesis  can  it  be  ^ 
supposed,  that  Sir  Robert  intended  to  devise  property  ^^ 
over  which  he  had  no  power  of  disposition,  for  the  ^^ 
purpose  of  giving  to  his  brother  Sir  Juckes,  in  that  .;:#^^^ 
property,  the  life  estate  which  he  already  possessed  by  "  -n- 

paramount  title.  The  answer  appears  to  me  to  be  this, 

that  he  intended  to  settle  everything,  and  to  make  the^  ^ 
whole  property,  both  settled  and  unsettled,  go  in  on^^  .^ 
direction,  and  according  to  the  limitations  contained  icza  .S 
his  will,  and   that,   in  consequence,  he  made  no  dis— ^^ 
tinctions  with  respect  to  one  part  of  the  property  anci^  -^ 
the  other.     There  are,  no  doubt,  difficulties  to  be  sur— ^"^^ 
mounted  in   any  view  of  the  case,  and  I   concur  ii^^    -^ 
the  argument,  that  it  is  not  possible  to  conceive,  tha'   —  ^ 
the  state  of  the  property  and  interest  in  it  was  no~  ^^ 
present  to  the  testator*s  mind  when  he  made  his  will  ^ 
nor  is  it  easy  to  explain,  why,  if  he  intended  to  affec/ 
the  settled  property,  he  did   not  make  his  devise  over 
the   lands  he   held    in  fee  simple  conditional  on  the 
persons  taking  interest  therein  under  his  will,  doing 
such  acts  as  should  be  necessary  to  confirm  it  in  other 
respects.     It  is  possible,  that  the  will  was  framed  by  a 
professional  gentleman,  who,  by  some  mistake,  was  not 
fully  instructed  as  to  the  mode  by  which  the  various 
parts  of  it    were  held.      I  cannot,  however,  I  admit, 
speculate    on    that,   and    these   observations   all    tend 
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awards  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  present 
Karonet  But  that  he  intended,  to  some  extent  at 
asty  to  deal  with  the  present  interest  in  property  over 
bicb  be  had  no  power  of  disposition,  appears  to  roe  to 
3  certain,  from  the  fact,  that  so  far  as  the  heir-looms 
*e  concerned,  the  testator  uses  words,  as  to  them, 
hicb  deals  with  the  present  interest  in  them,  and  gives 
lem,  so  far  as  Sir  Juches  is  concerned,  to  the  uses  to 
hicb  they  already  stood  limited  by  the  will  of  Sir 
rervas  Clifton.  My  belief  is,  that  he  did  not  intend 
^  supersede  or  alter  Sir  Gerveu's  will,  so  far  as,  by  that 
ill,  the  property  was  made  inalienable  by  the  possessor ; 
ut  that,  following  out  the  intention  of  Sir  Gervas 
'Kfiotif  who  had  tied  up  the  power  of  disposition  over 
ic  property,  so  far  as  he  could  by  law,  Sir  Robert  en- 
eavoured  to  add  to  those  restrictions  the  further 
»striction  which  the  birth  of  a  son  to  Sir  Juckes  en- 
bled  Sir  Robert  to  do,  but  which  was  beyond  the 
inits  allowed  by  law  when  Sir  Gervcu  died. 


1866. 


The  same  observations  apply  to  the  Wilford  estate. 
t  is  true  that  the  testator  had  additional  lands  in  Wil* 
yrd,  on  which  the  devise  might  operate ;  but  the  will 
Binnot  be  confined  to  those  lands,  for  he  uses  the 
'ords  ** manor'*  as  well  as  "estate  of  Wilford/'  and  the 
ord  **  manor"  is,  manifestly,  inapplicable  to  the  newly- 
arcbased  lands,  and  the  reasons  which  I  have  already 
tated,  as  applicable  to  the  Clifton  estate,  are,  in  my 
pinion,  conclusive  to  shew,  that  the  limitations  con- 
uned  in  the  testator's  will  could  not  be  confined  to  the 
lew  lands  added  on  to  the  Wilford  estate  any  more 
ban  they  could  to  the  mere  reversion  in  fee,  which  he 
>os8e8sed  after  the  failure  of  all  the  limitations  contained 
n  the  will  of  Sir  Gervas  Clifton. 

I  think  that  the  plain  construction  of  the  will  is,  that 

the 
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1866.        ^^^  testator  deals  with  and  disposes  of  the  present  in- 
terest in  both  the  Clifton  Hall  and  the  domains  attached 
to  it,  and  in  the  whole  of  the  Wilford  manor  and  estate, 
Clifton,      both  old  and  new.     I  concur  in  the  observation,  that 
his  object  was  to  bring  all  he  could  into  the  family 
estate,  and  to  tie  it  up  in  strict  settlement;  but  I  do  not 
concur  in  thinking  that  he  simply  gave  or  intended  to 
give,  for  this  purpose,  all  that  was  his,  without  accu- 
rately ascertaining  how  much  was  or  was  not  settled.        ^ 
I  think  that  he  did  not  so  distinguish  the  various  parts, 
because  he  intended  the  whole  of  the  family  property     ^^ 
to  be  so  tied  up  in  strict  settlement,  and  that  he  wished  J^ 
to  put  it  all  into  settlement,  whether  he  had  a  power  to  ^=:^^ 
do  so  or  not.     In  fact,  in  one  sense,  he  had  that  power ;^     -^ 
be  might  have  made  the  acceptance  of  the  bounties;^  ^^. 
given  by  his  will,  conditional  on  such  a  re-settlement^  mzm 
being  made  of  the  estate  settled  by  the  will  of  Sir  Gervat.  ac^ 
Clifton  as  would  have  caused  those  estates  to  be  settlec^^s 
to  the  same  uses  as  the  property  over  which  he  had  thm  .mzM 
absolute  power  of  disposition  by  will.     The  only  ques^^  ^ 
tion  is,  whether  he  has  not  done  this  impliedly,  insteat^  .^^ 
of  doing  it  in  direct  terms.     The  whole  scope  of  th*  .^ — = 
will  seems  to  point  to  the  whole  property  being  settle 
to  one  uniform  set  of  limitations,  viz.,  those  expresse 
in  his  will. 

If  this  be  the  only  fair  and  true  construction  of  the 
will,  it  seems  to  settle  the  question,  because,  in  that  case, 
the  plain  demonstration  and  necessary  implication  arise 
from  the  wprds  used  by  the  testator,  that  he  intended 
to  devise  a  present  interest  in  the  lands  settled  by  the 
will  of  Sir  Gervas,  and  that  he  intended  thereby  to  cut 
down  the  estate  tail  of  his  nephew.  Sir  Robert  Juckes 
Clifton,  in  those  estates  to  an  estate  for  life;  and,  if 
that  be  shown,  then  a  case  of  election  would  arise  and 
no  person  could   take  the  benefit  given   by   the  will, 
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rit:l^CDut  giving  effect  to  it  in  other  respects  or  making 
onn  pensation. 

rriie  cases  cited,  however,  are  very  important,  as  a 
lUiicl^  to  the  proper  conclusion  to  which  the  Court 
»usl:^t  to  come  on  the  construction  of  the  will  itself; 
rid  I  proceed,  therefdVe,  to  consider  these  cases  for  the 
>ia  i*fX)se  of  seeing  whether  they  affect  or  alter  the  con- 
Iti^ion  to  which  the  perusal  and  examination  of  the 
vi  1 1 ,  by  itself,  has  led  me.  There  are  several  cases  which 
*^^w  on  this  subject,  but  there  are  only  two  to  which  I 
^ii^Xc  it  necessary  to  refer,  and  they  are  those  which 
i&^v^  been  most  commented  upon  in  the  argument, 
^*^<i  are  both  very  necessary  to  be  considered  before 
•^^^*^i  ng  to  a  final  decision  in  this  matter.  One  is  the 
^»^  of  Rancliffe  v.  Parhyns  (a),  decided  by  Lord  Eldon, 
"^<1  ^he  other  is  the  case  of  Welby  v.  WelbyfJ))^  decided 
^y    ^Sir  William  Grant, 

-■-'iae  case  of  Rancliffe  v.  Parhyns  (a),  was  of  this 
^^^-».»e :  the  testator,  being  seised  of  the  manor  and  lands 

-^^  uddington,  on  his  second  marriage  settled  the  lands 
^  ^^  imself  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons 
'  "^^^-il  male,  with  an  ultimate  remainder  to  himself  in 
^^*  No  mention  was  made  of  the  manor  in  the  settle- 

^^•^"t:.  And  by  the  settlement  a  provision  was  made  for 
^^^  ^^ger  children.  The  testator  had  two  sons,  and  he 
*^^  «  a  will,  by  which  he  created  a  term  for  ninety-nine 
'^^'**^,  and,  subject  thereto,  he  devised  all  his  manors, 
^  *^^  «  and  hereditaments,  in  various  places  named,  in- 
^  ^^  ing  JRuddington,  to  his  eldest  son  Thomas  for  life, 
V^ttk5^inder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  re- 
^^*  «^der  to  his  second  son  George  for  life,  with  remain- 

^^^  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  remainder 
^  ^he  testator's  daughter  Anna  in  tail  male,  with  re- 
mainder 
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(a)  6  Dow.  149. 


(6)  2  Fet.  4-  fi  187. 


1 R56*  roainder  to  his  own  right  heirs.  The  testator  devised 
^^/^  rent-cbarge,  as  a  provision  for  hm  secoEid  son  Gem-t^ 
ti^ouR  ^^j  ^^  ^^^  directions  as  to  the  payment  by  h. 
Dt.mow.  tenants  of  money  in  lien  of  carrying  boon  coals,  ac 
other  direetions,  from  which  it  might  be  implied  that 
meant  to  devise  a  present  interest  in  the  Ruddingic 
estate.  On  this  Lord  FJdm  observes,  **  If  the  testat 
had  stopped  here,  this  case  would  have  been  similar 
Slake  V.  Jitinhur^* (a)j  where  it  was  held  that  a  case 
election  aro^e ;  and  I  may  also  obseiTe,  that  if  the  c^^ 
stopped  there  and  Lord  Eldon  had  determined  that  :a 
case  of  election  arose,  it  would  have  been  imposj?ible 
have  distinguished  that  case  from  the  present,  and  r^m 
to  have  h^^ld  that  it  governed  the  will  of  Sir  Mob  <^? 
Clifton.  But  Lord  Eld  on  goes  on  thus,  "But  it  d< 
not  stop  there,  for  he  shews  that  he  had  in  view 
settlement  of  1727,  and  declares  that  this  provision 
In  addition  to  any  portion  given  to  George  by  that 
tlement  which  he  expressly  ratifies  and  confirms  ur^ 
everything  therein  eoniained^  ^"ow^  in  order  to  rai&< 
case  of  election,  you  must  either  strike  out  those  woi 
or  you  must  say  that  these  words  have  the  same  me^-^^^^*^ " 
ing  as  those  in  Blake  v.  Bunhvryy  i.  e.  that  he  confirx^^^^  ^ 
the  settlement  only  as  far  as  respects  the  portion  gi^v^^*^ 
by  it  to  George,  George  also  had  an  estate  tail  by 
settlement,  and  he  must  be  supposed  to  intend  to  co  ^ 
tinue  that  and  to  destroy  the  estate  tail  of  Thomas^  * 
to  confirm  the  settlement,  except  in  so  far  as  respe<^ 
the  estates  to  Thomas  and  George,  but  he  has  said  tb  - 
he  confirms  it  and  everything  therein  contained;  flt^ 
upon  what  principle  you  are  to  strike  out  these  word 3 
such  mighty  import,  and  without  any  express  declare ti^ 
to  warrant  it,  is  more  than  I  am  able  to  state." 


m^-^ 


In  the  will  of  Sir  Thomas  Parkyns,  also,  was  oo^' 

tainecJ 

(o)  1  rei..;im.  514. 
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^d  a  power  to  lease  for  twenty-one  years.  The  way 
liicfa  Lord  Eldon  deals  with  that  power  is  as  fol- 
(a) : — "  Then  there  is  a  power  to  Thomas  ParJtyns, 
to  demise  for  twenty-one  years  at  the  rents  men- 
sdy  together  with  certain  boons  and  services  to 
h  the  tenants  were  to  be  bound :  and  it  has  been 
that,  connecting  this  with  the  boon  coals  after- 
Is  mentioned,  Sir  Thomas  devised  an  immediate 
'je  in  the  lands  and  premises  at  Ruddingion.  My 
ion,  however,  is  that,  when  a  testator  expressly  con- 
s  a  settlement,  and  every  thing  therein  contained, 
€*annot,  as  against  that  express  declaration  of  in- 
on,  take  it  by  conjecture,  call  it  demonstration 
i,  or  necessary  implication,  or  what  you  will,  but 
only  conjecture,  that  he  does  not  mean  to  confirm ; 
that  you  cannot  reasonably  conclude  that,  because 
ises  expressions  which  apply  to  some  and  not  to 
rs  of  the  subjects  devised,  he  contradicts  himself 
<loes  not  mean  to  confirm,  although  he  says  that  he 
•  confirm,  and  all  upon  the  ground  of  these  nice, 
:^1  observations." 


1866. 

Win  TOUR 
Clifton. 


Drd  Eldon  goes  through  the  other  clauses  of  the 

and  constantly  reverts  to  this  passage,  confirma- 

of  the  settlement,  as  overriding  the  whole,  and 

ing  to  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  expres- 

a.     His  observations  are  very  material  (ft).     "  This 

le  whole  of  the  will,  and  the  question  here  is,  have 

that  demonstration  plain  or  necessary  implication, 

ing  at  the  whole  of  this  will  as  I  have  stated  it,  that 

Qeant  to  dispose  of  the  estates  tail  of  his  sons  under 

settlement,  and  to  convert  them  into  estates  for  life 

',  with  remainders  to  their  first  and  other  sons  in 

?     Have  you  that  manifest  declaration  plain  ?    With 

ect  to  that,  I  say  that  it  is  difficult,  in  any  case,  to 

apply 
(fl)  6  Dmo.  181.  (6)  6  Bow.  185. 
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apply  the  doctrine  of  election,  where  the  testator  has 
some  present  interest  in  the  estate  disposed  of^  though 
it  may  not  be  entirely  his  own.     In  this  case  he  had  a 
present  interest;   he  has  a  manor  in  which,  for  any- 
thing that  appears,  he  had  the  entire  fee;  he  has  the 
reversion   in   fee   of   the   whole   estate,   and    he    has 
expressly  confirmed  the  settlement  of  1727  in  all  its 
parts ;  so  that  it  was  impossible,  in  this  case,  to  con- 
tend that  he  forgot  the  settlement,  which,  with  every- 
thing therein  contained,  he  expressly  ratifies/'     By  the^ 
words,  *^  difficult  in  any  case  to  apply  the  doctrine  oft 
election  where  the  testator  has  some  present  interest 
in  the  estate  disposed  of,*'  I  understand  Lord  JEldor^ 
only  to  mean,  that,  where  it  is  possible,  the  words  of  th» 
testator  shall  be  applied  to  that  present  interest,  bu 
that  he  does  not  mean  to  say,  that  in  no  case,  in  sue' 
circumstances,  can  a  case  of  election  arise. 


The  concluding  observations  of  Lord  Eldon  on  tb  ^ 
point  confirms  this  view,  and  shew  that  he  decided  ih^m 
case  on  the  particular  expressions  confirming  the  settW 
roent  to   which    he  refers   so  repeatedly  in  his  judg 
ment  (a).     He  observes,  "  But  I  ask  whether,  lookic 
at  the  whole  of  this  will,  taken  together,  it  can  be  just^^ 
said,  that  the  testator  meant  to  pass  an  immediate  inte- 
rest, having  the   reversion  only?     This  is  a  case,  io 
which  the  testator  expressly  declares  that  he  means  to 
confirm  the  settlement  and  everything  contained  in  0^ 
and  not  one  in  which  he  says,  that  he  confirms  it  in 
one  particular,  leaving  it  open  to  the  inference  that  he 
means  to  destroy  it  in  all  other  respects.    That  is  not 
all.     It  is  the  case  of  a  testator  making  a  provision  for 
his  younger  children,  in  addition  to  that  which  they  had 
under  the  settlement,  and  at  the  same  time  confirmincr 
the  settlement,  not  as  to  them  only,  but  as  to  every- 
thing 

{a)  6  Dow.  1S9. 
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thin^   therein  contained;  and  not  only  that,  bat  of  a        1856. 
tes^&^or  who  had  a  manor  which   woald  satisfy  the 
words  of  the  devise.     I  do  not  deny, — no  man  can  rea- 
BOvia.l>Iy  deny, — that  if  the  testator  had  been  asked,      Cliftok. 
iiirlien.  he  made  his  will  and  it  had  been  read  over  to  him, 
wliether  he  meant  to  devise  the  reversion  only  or  the 
possession  also,  he  could  not  but  admit,  that  with  re- 
spect to  these  boon  coals  and  some  other  minor  particu- 
'^■"B,    ^here  was  an  ambiguity.     But  what  can  you  do,  in 
^  case  where  he  himself  has  expressly  declared,  that  he 
^^d  Tiot  mean  to  dispose  of  that  which  was  not  his  own, 
^nd  oonfirms  the  settlement  and  everything  therein  con- 
tained/    In  the  case  of  the  present  will,  there  are  no 
B^ch    expressions  confirmatory  of  the  settlement  made 
y  Sir  Crervas  Clifton^s  will,  nor  is  there,  in  my  opinion, 
^'^y  thing  appearing  in  Sir  Robertas  will,  by  which  an 
'^^^otion  to  confirm  it  simpliciter  can  be  discovered. 
^•*5i  bound,  therefore,  to  come  to  the  conclusion,  that, 
**^     ^bis  particular  respect,  the  case  of  llancliffe  v.  Par- 
-S^^**^  is  distinguishable  from  the  present,  that  it  cannot 
S^^^^ern  the  decision  I  ought  to  pronounce. 

T^he  case  of  Blake  v.  Bunhury  (a),  to  which  Lord 

"^^^on  refers,  certainly  without  disapprobation,  was  also 

^  ^^se  where  the  words  of  the  testator  might  have  been 

^^^isfied  without  raising  the  case  of  election.    By  settle- 

^^*it  on  the  marriage  of  the  testator,  a  rent-charge  of 

*iv3O0i.  per  annum  was  raised,  by  a  term  out  of  a  par- 

^^ular  real  estate  of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee  simple, 

10  trust  for  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and 

oth«r  sons  in  tail  male.    The  testator  devised  that  estate 

10  his  eldest  son  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and 

O^Her  sons  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  his  second 

son 

{a)  1  Vet.jun,  514. 
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son  for  life,  and  so  on  in  strict  settlement,  and  hega 
charged  various  legacies  on  the  land ;  and  by  his  willK 
he  stated,  that  he  confirmed  the  settlement,  so  far  as  it;B- 
related  to  his  younger  children.  It  was  held,  that  the^ 
eldest  son,  if  he  took  under  the  will,  must  convey  th^^ 
rent-charge  to  the  uses  of  the  will,  on  the  ground  thaft^^ 
the  testator  had  expressed  the  extent  to  which  he  iu-,^ 
tended  to  confirm  the  settlement,  and  it  was  therefor^ 
to  be  inferred,  that,  as  to  the  rest,  he  did  not  do  so,  be 
endeavoured  to  annul  it  by  his  will. 


-Oi-. 


The  case  of  Welby  v.  Welby  (a),  to  which  I  was  ne^^^j^^ 
referred,  was  one  of  this  nature : — the  testator  was  pc:=:=>s. 
sessed  of  three  estates ;  of  one  he  was  tenant  in    ^Vee 
simple,  of  another  he  was  tenant  in  tail,  and  of  tfche 
third  he  was  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  &  rdi 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  reversion  to  himself^  m 
fee.     He  then  devised  the  estates  of  which  he  ^vas 
seised  in  fee  simple  to  his  son  and  heir  in  tail  to  hold  to 
him  in  fee;  and  he  devised  the  estates  of  which  he  ysma 
tenant  in  tail  male,  and  of  which  he  was  tenant  for  Ii/e, 
to  his  grandson  for  life,  with  remainders  over  in  stnct 
settlement.     Sir  William  Grant  held,  that  this  raised  a 
case  of  election,  and  that  if  the  son  and  heir  in  tail  in- 
sisted  on  taking  the  settled  estates,  he  must  give  up  th^ 
estates  devised  to  him,  or  make  compensation  oatof^ 
them  to  the  grandson.     The  important  point  arose  witl^ 
respect  to  the  Sapperton  estate,  of  which  the  testator 
was  tenant  for  life,  with  a  reversion  in  fee,  on  which 
his  will  might  operate,  and  the  will  expressly  uses  the 
word  '*  reversions"  as  part  of  the  subject  which  he  dis- 
posed of  by   his  will.    The  observations  of  Sir  WU 
liam  Grant  are  strictly  applicable  to  the  present  case 
he  held,  that  the  limitations  there  being  unfitted 

apy 
(a)  2  Ve$,  4-  B.  187. 
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apply  to  the  reversion,  it  must  be  held  that  the  testator 
intended  to  demise  a  present  interest  in  those  lands. 
His  words  are  (a) : — "  The  question  is,  what  the  testator 
intended  to  include  ?    The  Plaintiff  contends,  that  on 
the  face  of  this  will  it  is  clear,  that  it  was  the  body  of 
the  estate,  the  land  composing  the  estate,  and  not  a 
mere  reversionary  interest  in  it,  that  was  meant  to  be 
devised.     All  the  words  of  description  are  applicable  to 
the  land  itself,  rather  than  to  an  interest  in  the  land. 
Sapperton  is   included  in  the   same  description  with 
Pointon.     As   to  Pointon,  he   could  not  be  contem- 
plating a  reversionary  interest,  for  he  had  none  in  it. 
It  was  the  whole  estate  he  meant  to  pass.    Both  estates 
he  speaks  of  as  being  his,  and  both  as  being  alike  de- 
vised to  him  by  his  brother's  will.     Both  estates  had 
been  enjoyed  by  his  brother  Johrif  as  tenant  in  tail: 
he  was  merely  tenant  in  tail  of  Pointon.    In  Sapperton 
he  had  also  the  reversion  in  fee.     He  gave,  by  general 
words,  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  whatsoever  to  his 
brother  William;  but  William^  being  the  heir  at  law, 
would  take  the  reversion  by  descent  and  not  by  the 
will ;  so  that,  in  truth,  he  took  nothing  either  in  Potn- 
ton  or  Sapperton  under  JohrCs  will.     William,  however, 
probably  forgetting  how  the  estates  had  been  settled,  at 
d  remote  period,  seems  to  have  supposed  that  he  took, 
\yy  John's  will,  the  estates  of  which  John  had  been  in 
possession.     All  the  words  of  William's  will  import  that 
he  conceived  himself  to  have  the  same  interest  in  Sap^ 
perton  and  Pointon,  and  that  it  was  an  absolute  inte- 
rest which  he  had  in  both.    The  limitations  which  he 
makes  of  these  estates  are  likewise  the  same,  and  they 
are  limitations  adapted  to  estates  in  possession,  and  not 
to  estates  in  reversion."     He  also  uses  the  following  ex- 
pressions :  (6) — "  Here  the  reversion  which  the  testator 

had 
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(a)  2  r.  4-  B.  192. 


(6)  2  r.  ^  B.  194. 
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had  in  Sapperton  could  not  fall  in,  nor  the  demise  of  it 
consequently  take  effect,  until  there  should  be  a  failure 
of  all  issue  male  of  his  own  body ;  and  yet  he  limits  the 
Sapperton  estate,  with  others,  to  his  sons  for  life,  without    . 
impeachment  of  waste;  with  remainder  to  his  grandson  ^ 
for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  remainder  to  his^ 
first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male.     That  is,  he  give^ 
estates  for  life  and  in  tail  to  persons  who  must  be  deac:^ 
before  the  reversionary  interest  could  be  enjoyed,  whicK^ 
very  reversionary  interest,  depending  on  their  deaths,  ^S 
what  the  Defendant  says  the  testator  meant  to  gii^^ 
them  for  their  lives.     He  also  gives  to  his  son 
grandson  powers  of  leasing  and  of  jointuring,  powe 
which  can  apply  to  nothing  but  estates  of  which  thi 
might  be  in  the  actual  possession.     It  is  impossib 
that  the  testator  could  mean  to  make  so  absurd  a  d    ^m 
position  as  this  would  be,  if  confined  to  the  reversion.^  -^ 


^8 


rs 


^7 
Ye 


It  is  impossible,  as  it  appears  to  me,  to  hold  that 
case  of  election  arose  in  the  present  case,  without  ov 
ruling  Welby  v.  Welby.     In  truth,  the  implication  to 
drawn  from  the  contents  of  the  will  of  Sir  Robert  C// 
ton  is,  in  my  opinion,  stronger  than  that  in  Welby 
Welby. 


It  is  suggested,  that  Welby  v.  Welby  and  RancUfft 
V.  Parkyns  cannot  stand  together,  and  that,  in  truth, 
the  decision  in  Welby  v.  Welby  was  founded  upon  Sir  . 
William    Grant's    opinion,    expressed    in     Church    v. 
Mundy(a),  where  he  held,  that  a  reversion  did  not  pass 
under  general  words,  on  account  of  the  inaptitude  of  the 
limitations, — an  opinion,  it  is  said,  clearly  erroneous,  and 
overruled  by  Lord  Eldon  on  appeal ;  and  the  questions, 
it  is  contended,  are,  i  converse,  substantially  the  same, 
being,  in  one  case,  whether  the  devise  is  to  be  extended 

to 
(a)  12  Ves,  426. 
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to  the  reversion^  and  in  the  other,  whether  it  is  to  be 

confined  to  the  reversion.    But  there  are  material  dis* 

tioctions  between  these  cases,  which,  in  either  event, 

must  depend  on  the  intention  of  the  testator,  to  be 

gathered  from  his  will.     I  am  not,  however,  of  opinion 

that  Sir  William  Gran£$  decision  in  Welby  v.  Welby  is 

founded  on  the  view  he  took  in  Church  v.  Mundy ;  in 

page  197  of  his  judgment  he  seems  to  approve  of  the 

x-eversal  of  his  decision  in  that  case,  and  he  proceeds  to 

^^y,  that  the  decision,  if  against  the  heir  at  law,  would 

leave  untouched  such  a  case  as  that  of  Welby  v.  Welby, 

sind  he  expressly  states,  upon  the  supposition  that  there 

siever  had  been  a  case  in  which  general  words,  sufficient 

^o  include  a  reversion,  had  been  controlled  by  reference 

^Co  subsequent  limitations,  that  he  should  still  have  held, 

^bat  the  will  in  Welby  v.  Welby  was  not  confined  to  the 

ireTersion  in  the  settled  lands ;  for  he  says,  that  which 

appears  to  be  true  in  the  present  case,  that  the  Plaintiff 

-■8  not  obliged  to  set  some  parts  of  the  will  in  opposition 

^^o  others,  but  is  able  to  contend  that  every  disposition 

of  the  will,  as  well  as  every  description  in  it,  is  appli- 

etble  to  the  whole  body  of  the  estate. 


1856. 


It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  Lord  Eldon,  in  i2an- 
^Uffe  V.  Parkyns,  no  where  expresses  his  dissent  from 
Welby  V.  Welby.  The  two  cases  are,  in  my  opinion, 
distinguishable,  and  perfectly  consistent.  I  no  where 
find  that  Welby  v.  Welby  has  been  disapproved  of  by 
other  Judges,  and  as  I  am  unable  to  distinguish  it  from 
the  case  before  me,  I  should  consider  myself  bound  to 
follow  it  in  an  analogous  case,  even  if  I  had  not,  from 
the  perusal  of  the  will  alone,  come  to  the  same  con- 
clusion. 


I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  a  question  of  election 

arose. 
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arose,  and  that  Sir  Robert  Juckes  Clifton  must  b^  P^t 
to  his  election,  to  take  under  the  will  or  adversely  t^^-^^  it, 
and  to  make  compensation  accordingly. 

On  the  second  point,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  r^sc^o- 
very  suffered  by  Sir  Juckes  Clifton  and  his  son,  ^lie 
present  Baronet,  in  February^  1848,  cannot  be  c^ois- 
sidered  as  a  binding  election  made  by  him.  Wah^  ^^^» 
Wake  {a)  and  many  other  cases  decided,  that  in  ordL^^^ 
to  constitute  a  concluded  election,  the  act  done  must  K^^ 
with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  of  the 
and  the  rights  to  which  the  person  put  to  his  electii 
was  entitled.  There  is  a  total  absence  of  evidence 
shew  that  this  was  so  in  the  present  case ;  and  I  cann 
treat  the  fact  that  a  recovery  was  suffered  of  the  settl( 
lands,  and  money  raised  by  mortgage  of  them,  as  pro^^' 
of  an  intention  to  take  against  the  will,  with  a  fi 
knowledge  of  all  the  consequences  of  so  doing.  Tt^ 
disposes  of  the  main  question  in  this  suit. 


The  executors  of  Sir  Juckes  Clifton^  who  is  deai 

complain  of  having  been  made  parties  to  this  suit,  tc^ 
determine  this  question  of  election,  and  I  think  \vilb$ 
reason.  It  is  impossible  to  understand  what  interesIP  - 
could  exist  in  any  one  to  have  it  determined  whether^  ^ 
Sir  Juckes  held  his  life  estate  under  the  will  of  Sir^  \ 
Gervas  or  that  of  Sir  Robert.  In  either  event,  his^^ 
rights  and  interests  were  the  same,  and  Counsel  have^^ 
failed  in  their  endeavour  to  explain  to  nie  what  the^^ 
necessity  was  for  bringing  them  here :  no  relief  is  -^^^^ 
prayed  against  him  or  his  estate,  beyond  that  he  shall 
be  put  to  his  election,  a  prayer  which,  if  decreed,  it  is 
obvious   would    not   be  enforced,  and  the   refusal   to 

do    -- 
(a)  3  Bro.  C  C.  255. 
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do  which  could  lead  to  no  consequences.    As  against       1866. 
theoi  the  bill  must  therefore  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

With  respect  to  the  other  parties  who  are  necessary 
for  the  discussion  of  this  question^  they  must  have  their 
costSy  which  must  be  paid  out  of  any  part  of  the  tes- 
tator's estate  which  is  applicable  for  this  purpose.    If 
*there  are  incumbrances  on  any  interest  brought  here,  I 
can  only  allow  one  set  of  costs  in  respect  of  each  inte- 
xest|  unless  by  consent.     I  will  make  a  declaration  to 
%he  effect  I  have  stated  on  the  construction  of  the  will, 
'that  a  case  of  election  arose,  and  that  Sir  Robert  Juches 
Clifton  must  elect,  and  for  the  consequential  directions ; 
and  if  any  further  directions  are  required,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  into  effect  the  trusts  of  the  testator's 
will,  1  shall  be  obliged  to  Counsel  to  suggest  them,  and 
I  will  then  dispose  of  them. 
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ROOKE  V.  LORD  KENSINGTON. 

March  1,  3. 

Two  estates,     HPHE  late   Lord  Kensington  bad   mortgaged   *^  '^^he 
werewbfeit  to  Kensington  estates"  and  "  the  Llanbister  rectoK-7" 

the  same  mort-  to  Lord  Braybrooke  and  others,  to  secure  60,0002. 

gage.    The  ^ 

owner,  on  the 

marriage  of  his      Afterwards,  on  the  marriage  of  the  present  Lord  Md^n- 

son,  settled  A,  .  .  •  t      #.  .^^^ 

in  strict  settle-  sington,  by  an  indenture  bearing  date  the  lltb  or  ^^c- 

u^st^Ttm     ^^*^'    ^^^^'   ^^^  Kensington  estates   were  cooTey^d, 
empowered       subject  to  the  mortgage,  to  two  trustees,  to  the  use     of 
time,  when  and  ^^^  '^^  '^^'^  Kensington  for  life,  with  remainder  to  "fct*^ 
as  occasion       present  lord  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  otb 
should  re-  .         .,       •  1  1  •  •     ^  i      1         t 

quire,"  to  sell    SOUS  m  tail.  With  an  ultimate  remainder  to  the  late  U 

and  ^'*  off  the  ^"  ^^'    ^  power  was  thereby  given  to  the  late  Lord     *-^^ 

mortgage,  so     charge  the  estates  with  20,000/.  for  his  own  benefit,  ai.*^*-^-* 

as  to  exonerate  a  ,        ^  i.  -i. 

B.  The  owner  ^^  create  a  term  to  secure  it, 

afterwards 

mortgaped  B.  *,.  111  -t^  11    _^  _,  ■ 

to  the  Plaintiff,      And  it  was  thereby  also  provided,  agreed  and  ^*^-^ 

but  without       clared,  between   and  by  the    parties  thereto,   that        ^" 

any  express  .  .  _- 

mention  of  the  between  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the  late  Lord  KenAw^^,^^ 

cWr^The     ^^'^  ^"^  ^^^^  parties  entitled  thereunder,  the  Kensing  ^  ^^^ 

Plaintiff  estates   should  be  primarily  liable,  and  the  Llanbi^  ^^^ 

bill  to°enforce    rectory  secondarily  liable  for  paying  off'  the  60,000  ^-  ' 

theexonera-      and   the  trustees,   Uenrv  Handley  ^n(\  George  War^9^^'^ 
tion  clause,  ^  «  .  .  ^ 

without  JEawardes  were  thereby  empowered  "  from  timn  to  ti"*""^*^' 

maknig  the       ^g  ^^^  when  occasion  should  arise '*  to  sell  all  or  ^bl'^Y 

trustees  of  the  • 

settlement  par-  part  of  the  Kemington  estates,  and  out  of  the  mo«:"»*^^ 

nfis'sed ^wlth'^'  produced  by  the  sale  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  60,000/. 
costs.  o.  n^ 

Whetherthe 
Plaintiffwas  in 
a  situation  to  eo^'^^aMhHtfjtfMjflpder  the  terms  of  his  security,  quare. 

The  time  f'  ^^^^^^K  fcr  aale  would  seem  to  be,  when  the  B .   estate 

vould  be  nif  m  the  A,  estate. 
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md  interest,  and  to  exonerate  and  indemnify  the  late 
Lord,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns, 
ind  the  rectory  of  Llakbister  from  the  payment  thereof. 

In  1835,  the  late  Lord  Kensington  charged  the  settled 
{States  with  20,000/.,  and  created  a  term  to  secure  it, 
ind  this  charge,  prior  to  1842,  was  assigned  to  Lord 
Braybroohe  and  his  co*mortgagees,  to  secure  14,277/. 

By  two  deeds,  each  dated  the  27th  January^  1842, 
he  late  Lord  assigned  the  20,000/.  charge  (subject  to 
lie  principal  sum  of  14,277/.  6«.  2d.\  his  ultimate  re- 
nainder  in  fee  in  the  Kensington  estates  and  the  Han-- 
)ister  rectory,  together  with  the  benefit  of  the  provision 
nade  by  the  settlement  for  charging  the  whole  of  the 
nortgage  debt  of  60,000/.  and  interest  on  the  Kensing- 
\cn  estates,  in  exoneration  of  the  Llanbister  rectory,  to 
Jie  Defendant  Edmond  Bouverie  and  others,  by  way  of 
further  security,  for  the  sum  of  24,500/.  lent  to  him  on 
oiortgage  of  other  hereditaments,  with  interest,  and  to 
the  Defendants  Philip  Pleydell  Bouverie  and  Charles 
Tennantf  by  way  of  further  security  for  the  sum  of 
32,500/.  lent  to  him  on  mortgage  of  other  hereditaments, 
with  interest.  By  a  third  deed  dated  the  same  27th  of 
Tanuarg,  1842,  the  late  Lord  conveyed  to  the  Plaintiff 
F.  W,  Roohe  his  equity  or  right  of  redemption  in  the  pre- 
mises comprised  in  the  other  two  several  securities 
of  the  27th  o(  January ^  1842  (but  not  expressly  men- 
tioning the  benefit  of  the  exoneration  clause),  after  full 
payment  of  all  the  said  principal  sums  of  24,5(X)/.  and 
interest,  and  32,5(X)/.  and  interest,  by  way  of  further 
security,  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  30,000/.  lent  by 
him  to  the  late  Lord  on  other  securities. 

The  late  Lord  Kensington  died  on  the  10th  of  August^ 
1852,  and  in  the  October  following,  the  present  Lord 

Kensington 
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Kensington  filed  his  bill  to  redeem  the  premises  com- 
prised in  the  settlement  from  the  charge  of  20^000/*^ 
and  in  March ^  1854,  a  decree  for  redemption  and  an 
account  and  inquiries  was  accordingly  made,  the  mort- 
gagees of  the  60,000/,  not  asking  to  be  redeemed  (a). 
The  accounts  and  inquiries  were  still  pending,  and  the 
20,000/,  and  interest  remained  unpaid.  The  24,500/., 
32,500/*  and  30,000i,  charges,  with  an  arrear  of  intereat, 
were  also  unpaid. 


The  Plaintiff,  with  a  view  to  prevent  the  present  Lord 
Kensington  from  entering  into  possession  and  enjoy* 
ment  of  the  Kensint/ton  estates,  after  paying  off  the 
20,000/,  charge,  without  obtaining  an  eioneration  of  the 
Llunbhttr  rectory  from  the  60,000/,,  filed  hiB  bifl  against 
Lord  Kensington^  his  eldest  son  (an  infant)^  and  the 
Souverks  and  Tennant^  praying  that  the  Llanbuter 
rectory  might  be  exonerated  and  discharged  from  the 
payment  of  the  60,000/.  and  interest,  and  for  a  sale  ol 
the  KenswfjUm  estate  for  that  purpose,  and  for  an  in- 
janction  and  a  receiver.  To  this  bill  the  mortgagees 
of  the  60,000/.  and  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  were 
not  made  parties,  but  no  objection  was  made  by  the 
Defendants  in  their  affidavit  on  that  account. 


Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Shapter,  for  the  Plaintiff,  con 
tended  that  the  exoneration  clause  created  a  trust  oJ 
which  specific  performance  could  be  enforced,  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  the  power  of  sale  put 
in  operation,  in  order  to  exonerate  the  Llanbister  rectory ; 
Ranelaugh  v.  Hayes  (i).  [ITie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
How  can  you  sell  the  Kensington  estates  free  from  the 
mortgage,  unless  the  mortgagees  consent,  or  how  can 
you  proceed  without  redeeming  them  ?]     The  Plaintiff 

has. 


(a)  See  19  Bcav.  39. 


(6)  1  Vem.  189. 


/ 
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has  the  same  benefit  given  to  him  as  the  JBouveries,  ]856. 
except  as  regards  priority^  and  therefore  has  the  same 
rights,  including  a  right  to  have  the  Kensington  estates 
sold.  They  cited  Nisbet  v.  Smith  (a)  :  Beaumont  v.  „  ^^^ 
J^ne  Marquis  of  balisbury  {p) ;  Saloway  v.  Straw- 
bridge  {c);  Dodson  v.Powell(d)\  Lord  Kensington  v. 
J3ouverie(e). 

Mr.  C.  Roupell,  for  Messrs.  Bouverie  and  Mr.  Ten- 
nant. 


Mr.  JR,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Selwyn,  for  Lord  Kensing- 
ton*  The  trustees  of  the  settlement,  and  Lord  Bray- 
brooke  and  his  co-mortgagees,  ought  to  have  been  made 
parties,  and  the  suit  is  defective  by  reason  of  that  omis- 
sion. But,  even  if  the  exoneration  clause  could  be 
made  available  without  the  consent  of  Lord  Bray- 
hrooke  and  his  co-mortgagees,  or  without  redeeming 
'them,  the  Plaintiff,  at  least,  can  derive  no  benefit  from 
it;  for  it  was  not  assigned  to  him  by  express  words, 
snd  is  not  included  in  his  deed  of  the  27th  of  January y 
1842.  Besides,  the  trust  for  sale  is  only  to  be 
exercised  **  from  time  to  time,  as  occasion  may  require^^ 
-to  recoup  any  charge  that  may  be  paid  off  out  of  the 
JLlanbister  tithes.  How  or  by  whom  is  the  time  of  the 
sale  to  be  determined  ?  Not  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  if 
the  Llanbister  estate  is  saved  harmless  and  indemnified, 
the  trust  for  sale  will  never  arise  at  all. 


Mr.  Lloyd,  in  reply. 


The 


{a)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  582.  {d)  18  L.  J.  (N.  S.\  Ch\  237. 

(h)  19  Beav.  198.  (e)  16  Beav.  194,  and  19  Btao, 

(c)  1  Kay  if  J.  371.  39. 
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:h  could  lead  to  no  consequences.    As  against        1856. 
le  bill  must  therefore  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

respect  to  the  other  parties  who  are  necessary 
discussion  of  this  question^  they  must  have  their 
^hich  must  be  paid  out  of  any  part  of  the  tes- 
estate  which  is  applicable  for  this  purpose.  If 
"e  incumbrances  on  any  interest  brought  here,  I 
y  allow  one  set  of  costs  in  respect  of  each  inte- 
less  by  consent.  I  will  make  a  declaration  to 
ct  I  have  stated  on  the  construction  of  the  will, 
ase  of  election  arose,  and  that  Sir  Robert  Juckes 
must  elect,  and  for  the  consequential  directions ; 
my  further  directions  are  required,  for  the  pur- 
carrying  into  effect  the  trusts  of  the  testator's 
hall  be  obliged  to  Counsel  to  suggest  them,  and 
lien  dispose  of  them. 
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1856- 

Hqok1£ 
Lord 


when  did  the  trust  which  was  reposed  in  Henry 
llandlty  and  Gfort^e  Warren  £!dwurdes  arise  ?  Clearly 
it  was  not  a  trust  that  wq3  to  arise  forth witbi  because,  if 
so,  ihey  ought  immediately  to  have  executed  iL  That 
was  not  the  purpose  ;  it  wBs  to  be  exercised  **  from  time 
to  time,  when  and  as  occasion  should  require/'  Theu 
the  fact  that  the  Kemington  property  and  the  LhnbisUr 
tithes  were  mortgaged  to  the  extent  of  60,0U0^,,  and 
that  there  were  subsequent  mortgages  on  both,  did  not 
make  the  occasion  then  arise  for  the  purpose  of  selling 
the  Ken»imjton  property.  For  if  it  had  been,  the  words 
"  m  occasion  should  require''  would  not  have  been  in- 
serted, but  the  trust  would  have  been  immediate.  When 
were  the  trustees  to  exercise  this  ?  It  being  a  trust 
reposed  in  them,  to  exercise  ''as  occasion  should  re- 
quire,'* it  would  probably  seem  to  be,  that  the  occa- 
sion would  arise  when  it  seemed  probable  that  the  IMifi— 
bister  tithes  would,  in  point  of  fact,  be  made  liable  h 
pay  this  primary  charge  on  the  Ktnstngton  estate.  Bu 
certainly  no  such  case  is  now  stated ;  and  though  thi 
mortgage  to  the  Plaintiff  was  made  fourteen  years  agOj 
no  case  is  mentioned  where  the  Llanbister  tithes  hav( 
ever  been  made  liable  for  the  payment  of  this  prioi 
charge  of  60,000/.,  nor  can  any  reason  be  stated  wh 
the  application  should  be  made  more  at  the  presen 
moment  than  it  might  have  been  made  fourteen  yean 
ago,  were  it  not  that  the  Defendant,  Lord  Kensington 
appears  to  be  likely  to  get  into  possession  of  the  Ken 
sing  ton  estate  himself. 


But  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say,  that  if  the  interest  on  th 
60,000/.  is  not  kept  down,  then  by  a  proper  applicatioi 
and  making  the  proper  persons  parties,  the  benefit  of  thi 
contract  might  be  made  available  for  the  benefit  of  an 
incumbrancers  on  the  Llanbister  tithes.     I  do  not  thin 
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it  necessary  to  pursue  this  further^  than  to  state  the 
serious  doubts  which  I  entertain  of  the  case  made  by 
the  Plaintiff,  and  that  the  persons  primarily  liablci  that 
is  to  say,  not  so  much  the  vendees  of  the  power,  as  the 
Irastees  who  are  to  exercise  the  trust  sought  to  be  en- 
forced here,  and  who  are  to  do  it  '^  when  occasion  shall 
require,"  are  not  called  on  to  exercise  or  perform  that 
^rust 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  suit  altogether 
-fails,  and  that  it  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 


Note. — ^The  Plaintiff  appealed,  and  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 

Tiavingbeen  made  parties  to  the  suit,  the  Lords  Justices,  without  hearing 

^e  Defendants,  allowed  the  cause  to  stand  over,  on  an  undertaking  on 

^e  part  of  the  Defendants,  or  some  of  them,  to  keep  down  the  inte- 

xest  OD  the  former  securities,  to  prove  that  fact  half  yearly,  and  to  give 

notice  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  case  any  measure  should  be  taken  for  the 

porpose  of  enforcing  the  payment  of  the  principal  money  due  on  the 

earner  securities.    The  Court  was  also  of  opinion,  that  no  occasion  had 

as  yet  arisen  requiring  a  sale,  and  that  therefore  no  direction  for  a  sale 

ought  to  be  given ;  and  that  there  was  no  occasion  for  any  declaration 

of  right,  or  for  an  injunction  or  receiver,  so  long  as  the  interest  on 

the  prior  incumbrances  was  kept  down.    That  the  Plaintiff  must  pay 

the  costs  down  to  the  hearing  at  the  Rolls,  and  the  costs  of  making 

the  trustees  parties,  but  no  costs  of  the  appeal  or  subsequent  to  the 

hearing  at  the  Rolls  were  allowed  the  Defendants. 


Jm,  21. 

trust  for  A^  for 
life^  And,  ofier 
her  decease,  to 
apply  Ihe 
rcnu  for  the 
benefit  of  lier 
chiltlrenf  until 
tbi*  youngest 
atiafned 
twenty-five ; 
atidf  aa  ^oon  as 
the  yoo Ingest 
vluuiJd  have 
attained  iwetj- 
ty-fiv^?,  to  sell, 
aud  '*  pay  and 
divide*'  the 
produee 
equally 
**  amone  such 
of  the  chil- 
dren of  A,  as 
should  be  then 
living,  and 
issue  of  such, 
if  any,  of  her 
children  as 
might  be  then 
dead,"  such 
issue  to  take 
tlieir  parents' 
share  only. 
Held,  that  the 
gift  of  the  in- 
come was 
valid,  but 
that  the  gift  of 
the  corpus  was 
void  for  re- 
moteness. 


READ  t;.  GOODINa 

T>  Y  his  will,  dated  in  1822^  the  testator  devised  the 
property  iu  question  to  tv%o  trustees  and   their 
heirs,  "  in  trust,  to  permit  and  suffer  ray  said  daughter^ 
Sarah  Hurman^  and  her  assigns^  to  receive  the  reols„ 
issues  and  profits  thereof  during  her  Dfttural  lire^  atn 
afer  her  decease,  in  tmst,  to  pay  and  apply  such  rents 
issues  and  proHts  equally  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  the 
children  of  my  said  daughter  living  at  her  decease,  untT 
the  youngest  of  such  children  shall  have  attained  thi 
age  of  twenty -five  years,  in  case  my  said  daughter  shal 
die  hcfore  such  youngest  child  shall  have  attained  th 
age  I  but  if  either  of  the  children  of  my  sard  daught* 
shall  die  leaving  issue,  such  issue  shall  be  paid  or 
titled  to  the  share  of  their  deceased  parent.     And  ar 
soon  as  the  youngest  child  of  my  said  daughter  sh 
have  attained  such  age  of  twenty-five  years  (in  case  m 
said  daughter  shall  be  then  dead),  in  trust,  with 
convenient  speed,"  to  sell :  "  And  I  do  direct  my  sail 
trustees  to  pay,  divide   and   dispose  of  the  purchai 
money  (deducting  their  reasonable  costs,  charges  ani 
expenses),  equally  amongst  such  of  the  children  of  ni\ 
said  daughter  as  shall  be  then  living ,  and  the  issue 
such,  if  ant/,  of  her  children  as  mag  be  then  dead,  bi 
such  issue  to  take  only  their  parent  or  parents'  shar' 
or  shares  of  the  same,  as  if  divided  by  virtue  of  th^ 
statute  for  distributing  intestates'  efiects." 


Mrs.  Hurman  died  in  1849,  leaving  nine  childre^»=»^ 
five  sons  and  four  daughters,  the  youngest  child  beins^ 
then  sixteen  years  old.     The  youngest  of  the  surviviKm^ 

childreii 
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children  of  Mrs.  Hurman  had  now  attained  the  age  of 
wenty-five. 

The  question  argued  on  this  special  case  was^  whe- 
her  the  bequest  was  or  was  not  too  remote,  it  having 
>een  held,  on  a  previous  occasion,  that  the  gift  of  the 
Dcome  was  not  (a). 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued  that  the  gift 
»f  the  produce  of  the  sale  was  void  for  remoteness.  He 
eferred  to  Gooding  v.  Readtjbi)  and  Gooch  v.  Gooch  (c). 

Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  Batten,  control,  argued,  that  the 
children  took  absolute  vested  interests  at  the  death  of 
heir  parent,  but  that  the  enjoyment  was  postponed 
iDtil  the  youngest  attained  twenty-five,  at  which  period 
he  issue  of  such  as  might  have  died  in  the  meanwhile 
vere  to  take  by  substitution.  Secondly,  that  if  the 
ubstituted  gift  was  void,  the  prior  absolute  gift  to 
he  parents  remained. 

Saunders  v.  Vautierid)-,  Milroy  y.  MUroy{e)\  Bo- 
*astoTL$  case  (/);  JDoe  d.  Dolley  v.  Ward{g) ;  Leake  v. 
Robinson  (A)  ]  Porter  v.  Fox  (i) ;  James  v.  Lord  Wyn- 
rard{k). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  this  gift  is  too  remote.  I  con- 
::eive  that  if  this  gift  vested  in  the  children  of  Sarah 

Hurman 

(a)  4  De  G.,  M.  ^  G.  510.  (/)  3  Rep.  19  a. 

(6)  Ibid.  (£)  9  Ad.  if  Ell.  582. 

(c)  14  Bern.  565;  and  3  De         (A)  2  JHer.363. 
C,  At.  Sf  G.  366.  (t)  6  Sim.  485. 

(d)  Cr.  Sf  Ph.  240.  ik)  1  Sm.  Sf  Giff.  40,  and  2 

(e)  14  Sim.  48.  Sm.  ^  Giff.  350. 

VOL.  XXI.  I  I 
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Hurman  on  lier  death,  the  attempt  to  substituta  their 
children  would  not  divest  the  prior  gift  or  make  it  too 
remote^     That  was*  the  case  in  Milroy  r,  Mihroy. 

Here  the  gift  is  to  '*  the  children  of  the  daughter  as 
Bhall  be  then  living,  and  the  issue  of  such^  if  any,  of  her 
children  as  may  be  then  dead,"  If  the  question  be,  who 
are  to  compose  the  class  to  take  ?  it  is  impossible  to 
hold,  after  the  deciEion  in  Leake  v.  Robinson^  that  this-, 
ia  a  nested  interest. 


I  express  no  opinion  on  the  question  whether  th 
gift  would  or  would  not  be  t*xo  remote,  if  it  were 
such  of  her  children  as  shall  be  then  living;"  but  whe 
he  adds,  *^and  the  issue  of  such,  if  any,  of  her  ehildre 
as  may  be  then  dead/'  it  is  clear  that  the  class  is  to 
ascertained  for  the  first  time  at  that  period,  which 
afler  a  life  in  being  and  twenty-five  years;  and  all  tl 
cases  hold  this  to  he  too  remote,     I   am  therefore 
opinion  the  gift  over  after  the  youngest  has  attains 
twenty-five  is  too  remote. 


11 

e 

IS 
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Note.— B/anc/  v.  Williams,  3  Myl. ^K,4\l;  Kevem  v.  WiUiam=m^miy 
5  Sim.  171 ;  Farmer  v.  Francis^  2  Btng.  151 ;  Davies  v.  Fisher,  5  °t   'Tf.-iir 

201 ;   Marquis  of  Bute  v.  Barman,  9  Beav*  320,  corrected  Simthen^ n  v. 

WoUastorif  16  Beav.  166;  Newman  v.  Newman,  10  Sim,  51  ;  Bu^  -mil  v. 
Fritchard,  1  Russ,  213;  Palmtr  v.  Holfordy  4  Ruu,  403;  Vawdf^^^ryf. 
Ceddes,  1  Russ,  ^  Mt^L  203. 
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In  re  LAW  and  GOULD. 

Jan.  24. 
A    CLIENT  obtained  an  order  of  course  to  tax  two  a  Bolicitor 
^^"-     bills  of  costs  of  his  solicitor.     It  appeared  that  ^^Jg^f  ^.^J^ 
^1ie  solicitor  claimed  ^ve  bills  of  costs  against  his'  client,  against  his 
XJnder  these  circumstances,  dlent  ob-   * 

tained  an  order 
Mr.  Cairns  moved  to  discharge  the  order.     He  relied  of  course  to 

r  n       r  /  \  tax  two  only. 

cjn  In  re  Byrch  (a).  jt  ^„  ^^  ^ 

chained  with 
Mr.  Bedwell,  contra^  argued  that  the  solicitor  might 
liimself,  under  the  6  &  7  VicL  c.  73,  obtain  an  order  of 
c^ourse  to  tax  the  other  bills,  if  he  thought  proper.  He 
<:ontended,  also,  that  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  on 
%he  client,  to  compel  him  to  embrace,  in  his  order  for 
taxation,  the  five  bills,  for  the  consequence  would  be, 
*that  he  would  thereby  admit  the  retainer  as  to  the  re- 
maining three  bills,  which  he  contested. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  roust  follow  the  decision  of  Lord  Langdale,  who 
^as  very  conversant  with  questions  of  this  description, 
and  discharge  the  order,  with  costs. 

(a)  8  Beav.  124. 
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HARRISOIV  V.  TENNANT. 


Jan.  IS,  19, 

21,  28. 
This  Coartwill  T^HE  bill,  io  thi§  ca§e,  prayed  for  the  di<^solation  of 
ttlT^imbi  bo-  parttiprship  exisdng  tietween  HarrUon  and  Fin^ 

I      fore  the  ex  pi-    (the   PlaiiitlBk)  and  the  DefemJant  Tennant^  and 
term^^wlief*      consequential    accounts,  under  the   following  circle 
the  circum*       stances ; — 
Etances  hare  go 

changed^  and  ^ 

the  conduct  of 
ihe  twrties  b         in  the  year  1851|  the  PlaintifT  Harruon^  ^%id  Ti^^sih 

deHtTn^*^""  ftat^,  wbo  had  for  twenty  yearn  previous  carrieil  qu 

posaiblG  to        an  old  established  businesi  as  solicitor&j  took  the  Pla^      in- 

wltbgiit  Injtiiy  ^'^  Finch  kito  partoersbip*     The  terms  ivere  rcgula^^led 

■      to  all  the  i^u  \^y  an  ugreement  dated  the  8th  of  Nonember,  1851,         by 

The  Court     which  Harrhan,  Tm riant  and  Finch^  "agreed  to  ei^^  Iff 

di8W)lved  a        j^^^  copartnership  together,  as  attornies,  solicitors  a^^-nd 

tered  into  for  a  conveyancers,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  to  cc^^m- 

when^witluJut    '^^"ce  on  the   \si  o^  January,  1852."     The  agreeni'^^nt 

any  breach  of    then  regulated  the  shares  and  capital,  and  provided  t  ^^at 

articles,  cir-       Harrison  and  Tennant  should  devote  only  so  much  t£  Mne 

cumstances        ^j^j  attention  to  the  business  as  they,  in  their  discreti^^fl, 

had  80  al-  -^ ' 

tered,  that  it      should  think  reasonable,  but  that  iTtwcA  should  devote 

carried^on  ^      ^^^  whole  time,  attention  and  energies  thereto.     If  ffi^r- 

upon  the  foot-    rison  or  Tennant  should  die  in  the  life  of  Finch,  tie 

contemplated,    Survivor  was   to  be  at  liberty,  without  the  consent  o( 

and  the  con-      Finch,  to  introduce  a  lineal  descendant  into  the  firm.   K 
ndence  mutu- 
ally reposed  botfl 
having  ceased, 

and  given  place  to  mistrust,  so  that  it  was  apparent,  that  the  partnership  could  not  go 
on  without  mutual  injury. 

A.  and  B.,  who  had  been  partners  for  some  time,  entered  into  a  new  partnership 
with  C.  At  the  same  time  li.  took  all  the  assets  of  the  old  firm,  and  covenanted  to 
indemnify  A.  from  the  liabilities.  The  Court  held,  that  the  partnership  between  the 
three  might  be  determined  by  the  Court,  for  due  cause,  without  setting  aside  the  deed 
of  iDdemnity,  which  might  be  the  subject  uf  another  suit. 
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th  Harrison  and  Tennant  should  die  in  the  life  of 
nchy  without  having  exercised  that  power,  whereby 
J  whole  business  should  devolve  on  Finch,  he  was  to 
f  to  the  widow  or  children  of  Tennant  an  annuity  of 
3/.  a  year  for  the  remainder  of  the  twenty-one  years, 
e  articles  then  provided  as  follows : — "  That  Harrison 
1  Tennant,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  shall  have  power  to 
;erinine  and  make  void  these  articles  of  partnership 
any  time,  on  giving  notice  in  writing  to  that  effect, 
5  party  receiving  such  notice  to  cease  to  be  a  partner," 
receiving  600/.  for  his  profits  for  the  current  year,  and 
.  capital.  ''  In  case  of  any  dispute  between  the  said 
rties,  the  same  to  be  referred  to  arbitration  in  the 
lal  way.  Any  partner  hereafter  to  be  appointed  act- 
r  in  wilful  breach  of  these  articles  or  misconducting 
nself,  to  be  liable  to  be  dismissed  in  the  usual  way 
the  other  partners,  or  partner  if  only  one  partner." 


1866. 
Harrisow 

V. 

Tevmant. 


By  an  indenture  of  even  date,  and  made  between  the 
me  parties,  it  was  agreed,  that  Tennant  should  hold 
I  estate  of  the  preceding  firms  for  his  own  benefit, 
d  in  consideration  thereof,  he  covenanted  to  indem- 
y  Harrison  from  all  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  pre- 
ding  firms. 


The  partnership  was  accordingly  carried  on,  but  dis- 
tes  arose  between  them,  which  gave  rise  to  this  suit, 
der  the  following  circumstances: — ^The  Earloft/er^^y 
d  been  a  client  of  the  preceding  firms  from  the  year 
13  until  1845,  when  he  retained  other  solicitors.  The 
m  had  sold  the  Britton  Ferry  estate  for  the  Earl, 
d  the  father  of  the  Defendant  Tennant  (who  was  then 
partner,  but  had  died  in  1832)  principally  attended 
the  Earl's  affairs.  These  were  of  great  magnitude, 
id  it  was  stated,  that  about  a  million  sterling  had 
kSsed  through  his  hands  from  first  to  last,  for  purchase- 
money, 
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mon^y,  rents,  &c*,  but  no   account  had  been   eettWd 
during   the  whole  time.       DisngreemenU    had    arisea 
between   the  Earl  and  the  firm  as  to  these  exleneirQ 
and  complicated  transactions,  and  m  Jtfiiy,  1845,  Mr* 
Tennanl  dehvered  accounts  of  the  sales,  the  general 
accounts  and  the  bills  of  costs.     These  were  not  satis- 
factory,  and   ailLer  cauimunicationd,  explanations  and 
controversy  between  the   Karl's  solicitors  and  Tennani^    ^ 
the  Earl  filed  his  bill  in  October ^  1862,  against  Har —  ^- 
rimn  and  Tennant^  impeaching  iome  sales  made  to  th»-    «e 
iJe  fend  ant's    father,   and    praying   accounts,     f^fninni — ^^d 
suggested  a  compromise,  but  Ttnnant  refused  to  acced  .^Be 
to  tins,  and  put  in  his  answer,  without  the  concurren<^:race 
of  his  partners.     Amongst  other  charges,  the  Etirl  ba  .^^d 
complained  of  the  amount  of  commission  of  5/*  per  cei^ — it 
on  the  sales  of  the   estate  down  to   1822,  which  e=:^  x* 
ceeded  13,000/,,  and  was  in  addition  to  office  billa.     ET     In 
answer  to   this,    Ttnnani  in  his  answer  said,  that  tP^  Jie 
charge  had  been  made  with  the  Earfs  concurrence,  tti^^sat 
it  had  been  charged  in  an  account  book  now  in  h[s  f*~       ^ 
session,  which  he  had  frequently  seen  his  &ther  hand  ta 

the  Earl,  ^vho  examined  the  Fame.  Upon  producti  on 
of  this  book,  however,  the  paper  of  which  it  was  co^^m^ 
posed  bore  the  water-mark  of  1830.  This  matter  bei  ^«g 
introduced  by  amendment,  the  Defendant  adhered  to  tz— be 
statement,  but  said  that  the  book  must  be  a  copy  m»^  ^^^ 
by  his  father  of  the  original,  but  that  he  could  r:^^^ 
find  it. 


Again,  the  Defendant,in  his  original  answer,  in  ordef  ^ 
enhance  the  value  of  the  services  of  his  father,  stated,  ttist 
the  Earl  had  been  willing  to  sell  the  estate  for  200,00Oi, 
and  that  his  father,  by  his  judicious  arrangements,  bad 
obtained  300,000/.  for  part  only,  and  in  one  of  the  boots 
there  was,  in  the  writing  of  the  firm,  an  entry  of  an  ofkr 
by  a  gentleman  of  200,000/.  for  the  whole  estate,  wbicA 

bad 
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t^ad  been  refused.  It  appeared  that  the  first  figures  (20) 
bad  beeD  written  on  an  erasure,  and  from  other  sources 
it  appeared  that  350,000/.  had  really  been  offered. 
There  was  another  charge  against  the  Defendant  of 
baving  charged  7,560/.,  as  received  by  his  father  for 
deposits  on  sales,  when  they  had  been  received  for  re- 
served rents,  and  that  he  had  made  a  claim  for  16,000/., 
which  was  not  entered  in  the  books,  and  one  or  two 
minor  matters,  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  state. 


1856. 

Harrison 

r. 
Tbmmavt. 


The  Earl  had  introduced  these  matters  into  his  bill 
by  amendment,  but  he  did  not  require  any  further  an- 
swer. The  Defendant  insisted,  however,  on  putting  in 
a  further  answer.  His  partners  interfered  and  wished 
it  to  be  settled  in  consultation,  whereupon  the  Defend- 
ant made  himself  the  sole  solicitor  on  the  record  in  lieu 
of  the  firm,  and  put  in  his  answer  without  further 
consulting  his  partners  thereon. 

The  present  bill,  filed  in  May,  1855,  after  detailing 
these  matters  of  complaint,  stated  as  follows : — '^  In 
addition  to  the  several  circumstances  hereinbefore  stated, 
the  Plaintiffs  have  grave  cause  of  complaint  against 
the  Defendant  Tennant,  in  respect  of  the  general  cha- 
racter and  conduct  of  the  defence  adopted  by  him,  in 
and  by  his  answer  and  further  answer"  to  the  bill,  and 
in  the  said  suit  instituted  against  him  by  the  Earl  of 
Jer%ey^  and  they  submit  that  his  conduct  "  was  and  is 
inconsistent  with  his  duty  as  a  partner  of  the  Plaintiffs 
in  their  profession,"  and,  as  evidence  of  such  conduct, 
the  Plaintiffs  refer  to  the  said  several  answers  of  the 
said  Defendant  to  the  said  original  and  amended  bills. 
That  in  consequence  of  the  several  matters  the  Plaintiffs 
^ere  advised,  that  they  ought  to  effect  a  dissolution  of 
their  said  co-partnership  with  Tennant. 


The 
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1S56,  The  bill  prayed  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership  and 

for  accotioU* 


It  appeared  Uiat  Harrison  and  Finch  had,  aoon  after 
instituting  this  suit,  sent  a  circular  to  the  clients  of  lh»^ 
firm,  etatmg  that  they  had  instituted  proceedings 
dissolve  the  partnership  in  consequence  of  the  ^*grar 
charges"  made  against  Mr.  Tenjmnt  in  the  miit  of  Eaic: 
of  Jersey  v,  Tennant,  and  the  manner  in  which  he  hi 
met  them,  and  trusting  that  this  "would  not  impair  tt^ 
confidence  hitherto  reposed  in  them." 


Mr.  Lloi/dnud  Mr.  Fleming^  for  the  Plaintiffs^  Bt^t]« 
that,  in  the  present  state  of  circumstances  and  feeling 
it  was  impossible  that  the  partnei'ship  could  contitL  mjm% 
to  be  carried  on^  and  that  the  authorities  embodiecil:  a 
general  principle,  that  a  contract  of  partnership  woi^^m.  V  d 
not  bo  continued  to  the  injury  gf  all  concerned  in  it, 
when  it  was  clear,  from  iriolent  causes  of  dissenti  «=»  H2, 
that  they  could  not  act  in  harmony  together. 

They  cited  Colhjer  on  Partnership  (2nd  ed.lC^^^^*' 
Baring  v.  Dix  (i) ;  Waters  v.  Taylor  (c) ;  De  Ber^^^^' 
ger  v.  Hammel  {d),  and  commented  on  the  acts  cox=»^' 
plained  of. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Shapter^  for  the   Defendant. 
There  must  be  some  breach  of  the  express  or  impli^ 
contract  between  partners  to  justify  the  Court  in  setting 
aside  and  terminating  a  partnership  which  the  parties  have 
expressly  engaged  to  carry  on  for  a  fixed  number  of  years. 
Here  there  is  not  even  an  allegation  of  any  breach  oiihe 
partnership  articles,  or  of  any  misconduct  in  the  manage' 

ment 


{a)  Page  193. 
(6)  1  Cox,  213. 


(c)  2  Vt$.  if  B.  299. 

(d)  7  Jarm.  Conv.  26. 


V, 
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ment  of  the  present  partnerBhip,  nor  is  there  any  inter- 
roption  of  intercourse  between  the  partners.  As  to 
Harrison,  it  was  more  his  duty  to  have  seen  that  the 
affairs  of  Lord  Jersey  were  regularly  entered  than  the  Tennamt. 
Defendant^  who  did  not  become  a  partner  until  1832; 
besides,  the  Defendant  has  engaged  to  indemnify  jHar- 
rison,  who,  therefore,  cannot  be  damnified  by  the  result 
of  that  suit.  The  Plaintiffs  have  shewn  an  undue  haste 
in  filing  the  present  bill,  which  is  founded  on  charges 
made  in  another  suit,  which  not  only  still  remain  un- 
proved, but  are  positively  denied  on  oath  ;  the  Defendant 
must  be  assumed  to  be  innocent  until  judicially  found 
to  be  guilty.  The  existence  of  charges  in  another  suit, 
instituted  by  another  party,  cannot  be  a  ground  for  dis- 
solving this  partnership ;  for  if  a  decree  were  made  for 
the  Plaintiffs  in  this  suit,  it  must  be  based  on  the  un- 
proved charges  in  the  other. 

They  commented  on  and  explained  the  several  charges 
which  were  denied  or  explained,  and  insisted  that  the 
mere  erroneous  statements  of  ancient  transactions,  in 
which  the  Defendant's  father,  and  not  the  Defendant, 
had  been  engaged,  were  not  of  the  serious  character  to 
justify  the  rescinding  of  a  partnership  contract ;  besides 
which,  they  did  not  really  affect  the  merits  of  the  other 
suit  They  argued  that  the  conduct  of  the  Plaintiffs  was 
highly  improper,  in  sending  a  circular  to  the  clients  of 
the  firm,  with  the  object  of  supplanting  the  Defendant, 
and  depriving  him  of  his  clients,  and  they  insisted  that 
the  law  was  not  that  a  partnership  was  to.be  dissolved  if 
it  were  impracticable  for  it  to  go  on,  where  the  difficulty 
arose  from  the  conduct  of  the  person  seeking  the  dis- 
solution. They  argued  that  the  partnership  could  not 
be  dissolved  without  setting  aside  the  contemporaneous 
deed  of  indemnity,  and  urged  that  Finch  had  purposely 
picked  a  quarrel  with  the  Defendant,  in  order,  upon  the 

death 
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death  of  Harrison,  who  was  now  seventy-eight  years  of 
age,  to  secure   to   himself   the    whole    of  an   old    es* 

tablished  business. 


I 


They  cited   Goodman,  v.   Whkcomb(a);  Marshall  v- 
Colmunib) ;  Wraij  v.  Hutchinson {c)\  Smith  v,  JeytBijd)^^^ 
Hull  V-  HaU(e)i  Offilme  v.  Grtgi^yif), 

The  Master  of  the  Kollh  said  he  would  considsi 
the  case  before  he  called  for  a  reply. 


[  Jiw,  23,  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  perusal,  which  I  ha^^e  had  the  opportutiity  «_^>tf 
making  v^ry  carefully  since  this  case  was  heard,  b^^^ 
convinced  me^  that  it  is  impossible  for  this  partucrsh^&  p 
to  coQlinue* 

There  are  two  principles  on  which  the  Court  w~^i*' 
dissolve  a  partnership  contract,  both  of  which,  to  sot^^ 
ejitent,  exist  in  the  present  case ;  they  combine  and  c— *-  ^ 
operate  together^and  lead  roe  to  the  conclusion  towhic^^^^'' 
I  think  it  necessary  to  come.  One  is,  the  alteration  m^  ^^ 
circumstances,  subsequently  to  the  entering  into  tkr^*® 
partnership ;  and  next,  the  conduct  of  the  partne^^  ^ 
themselves. 


I  will,  in  the  first  instance,  look  at  this  case  so  far  i 
Mr.  Finch  is  concerned,  because  this  is  clear,  that  ^^^^ 
there  be  no  partnership  so  far  as  he  is  concerned,  thei^^* 
can  be  none  so  far  as  regards  Mr.  Harrison ;  it  mo^  ^ 
be  put  an  end  to  altogether. 

Witfa 


(a)  1  Jac,  Sf  W.  589. 
(6)  2  Juc.  Sf  W,  266. 
(c)  2  Myl.  Sf  K.  235. 
((/)  4  Beao,  503. 


(f)  20  Beuv,  139,  and  3  Jf.  # 
Gor,  79—86. 
(/)  V.  C.  Wood,  17  Jan.  1856. 


Harrison 

V. 
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With  respect  to  the  alteration  of  the  circumstances,        1856. 
I  have  to  consider,  whether  the  partnership  can  be 
carried  on  as  it  was  originally  contemplated  by  the 
persons  who  contracted  to  become  partners.    The  part-     Trmnamt, 
nership  contract  was  in  November,  1851,  and  the  po- 
sition of  the  parties,  at  that  time,  was  as  follows : — 
Mr.  ^arruon  was  of  an  advanced  age,  and  Mr.  Tennant 
was  engaged  in  a  contest  with  Lord  Jersey ,  the  character 
of  which,  as  I  infer  from  the  evidence  before  me,  had 
not  been  fully  ascertained.    Previous  attempts  had  been 
made  to  compromise,  and  it  might  reasonably  have  been 
expected  that  this  might  have  been  settled.    The  letter 
of  the  5th  of  December,  1851,  of  Messrs.  Frere  k  Co., 
to  Mr.  Tennanty  which  shewed  the  serious  character  of 
the  contest,  was  subsequent  to  the  entering  into  these 
articles  of  partnership,  although  previous  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  partnership,  on  the  1st  of  January, 
1852.    These  negociations  came  to  nothing,  and  in 
October,  1852,  the  bill  of  Lord  Jersey  v.  Tennant  was 
£led,  which  was  certainly  of  a  very  serious  character, 
^nd  then,  for  the  first  time,  Mr.  Finch  must  have  become 
acquainted  with  the  full  extent  of  the  matters  involved 
'5n    that  suit,   though,  no  doubt,  he    had    a    general 
Icnowledge  of  them  before,  because  he  had,  for  ten  years, 
T>een  managing  clerk  to  the  firm,  and  must  have  known 
generally  what  was  taking  place;  though  Mr.  Tennant 
says,  that  Mr.  Finch  knew  nothing  about  them.     How- 
ever, matters  gradually  became  more  serious,  the  answer 
was  not  put  in  until  December,  1853,  so  that  it  required 
upwards  of  two  years  to  put  in  a  sufficient  and  proper 
answer;  this  again  shews  the  serious  character  of  the 
suit.    The  anxiety  of  Mr.  Harrison  and  Mr,  Finch  as  to 
these  matters  is  shewn  by  their  consulting  Counsel, 
without  the  knowledge  of  Mr.  Tennant,  which   is  one 
of  the  matters  he  complains  of.     It  became  at  once 
apparent  that   Mr.    Tennant's  whole  time   would   be 

necessarily 
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necessarily  occupied  in  preparing  the  defeDCe,  and  thus 
withdrawn  from  the  partnership.     It  has  been  urged 
tio  doubt  with  great  truths  that  the  partnership  articles 
provided  for  this  very  thing,  by  stipulating   that  Mr.^ 
Harrwon  and  Mr<  Tenmint  should  only  be  obliged 
give  such  time  and  attendance  to  the  aiTairs  of  the  pa] 
nership  as  ibey  might  think  fit  j  but  still  Mr.  Fina 
knowing  the  ability  and  anxiety  with  which  Mn  Temiai^^  ^ 
had  previously  carried    on    this    business    for  a  grej^^^  ^ 
number  of  years  might  reasonably  have  expected   fc^o 
receive  very  great  assistance  from  him  in  carrying  outhr^^ 
partnership  business,  though  he  had  not  a  right  po@^  i. 
tively  to  demand  it,  but  the  nature  and  continuance    ^<:»f 
this  suit  shewed  but  little  prospect  of  bis  obtaining  at^  y^ 
and  any  expectation  so  formed  would  undoubtedly  ba^  ^^e 
been  failaeious.     Now,  undoubtedly,  thii&  alone  woi^^U 
be  nothing,  but  I  mention  it  merely  in  the  outset  m — ij  a 
purt  of  the  substance^  which  combines  with  the  rest         ^^ 
what  1  am  going  to  state^ 


The  suit  of  Lord  Jersey  v.   Tennant  became  ma:::^^ 
serious,  the   bill  was  amended  and    the   amendmei^^^^^ 
undoubtedly   contain   matter  which    might  reasonat^^^'/ 
have  occasioned  great  and  painful  surprise  to  the  pa  -^^" 
ners  of  Mr.  Tennant,     The  bill  before  me  contains  ^i^ 
distinct  charges  against  Mr.  Tennant^  but   it   is  only 
necessary  for  me  to  refer,  for  instance,  to  the  two  mc^st 
serious  ones. 


Mr.  Tennanty  in  his  answer  to  Lord  Jersey's  bill, 
states,  that  he  saw  a  particular  book,  which  he  describes, 
handed  to  Lord  Jersey  in  June^  1826,  and  that  Lord 
•/er^ey  admitted  the  propriety  of  an  item  contained  in  it, 
and  that  he  authorized  or  made  a  payment  of  6,OO0Z. 
upon  the  strength  of  that  admission  and  in  consequence 
of  the  entry  in  that  book.     On  the  production  of  th^ 

book 
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Tiook  itselfi  it  appears,  that  it  could  not  have  existed 
1>efore  the  year  1830.  Now,  Mr.  Tenjiant,  in  answer  to 
this  charge,  says,  that  it  must  have  been  a  copy  of  this 
lx>ok  which  he  saw  shewn  to  Lord  Jersey,  but  that  he  has 
not  been  able  to  find  the  original  of  that  book ;  but  no 
proof  of  its  existence  is  given,  nor  any  explanation 
why  a  copy  should  have  been  made  of  this  book  in 
particular. 


1866. 


The  other  instance  is  the  alteration  of  an  item  in  one 
of  the.  books  kept  by  Mr.  Tennant,  containing  the  ac- 
counts of  the  Earl  of  Jersey^  by  changing  the  two  first 
figures  of  a  sum,  which  appears  now  to  be  200,000/., 
but  which,  from  the  corresponding  entry  in  another 
book,  which  I  think  is  the  office  attendance  book,  it  is 
pretty  clear,  must  have  been  originally  350,000/.  This 
alteration  is  admitted  by  Mr.  Tennant  to  have  been 
made  by  him,  he  is  unable  to  remember  when  it  was 
made,  or  under  what  circumstances;  but  he  has  no 
doubt  it  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  book 
what  he  believed  to  be  correct.  It  is  contended,  un- 
doubtedly, that  that  alteration  is  of  no  moment,  because, 
so  far  as  the  charge  by  the  firm  is  made,  the  chaise 
would  be  exactly  the  same  whether  the  offer  made  for 
the  estate  was  200,000/.  or  350,000/.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  contended,  that  this  is  a  matter  of  some 
moment,  because,  in  the  defence  to  the  suit  of  the  Earl 
of  Jersey,  Mr.  Tennant  enhances  the  value  of  the 
services  of  his  father  in  this  matter,  by  the  fact  that 
Lord  Jersey  was  willing  to  have  sold  the  property  for  a 
small  sum,  comparatively  speaking,  to  that  which  it 
aflerwards  produced ;  and  that  if  he  was  willing  to  have 
sold  the  property  for  200,000/.  or  250,000/.,  it  is  some- 
what hard  to  take  harsh  proceedings  against  a  solicitor 
who  had  sold  a  portion  of  the  property  for  460,000/., 
and  left  the  remainder  of  the  property  producing  upwards 

of 
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T£MKAKT, 


of  10,000^.  a  year.    I  think  it  unnecessary  to  state  thesi 
things  further  for  the  purpose  of  what  I  am  about 
mention. 


Now   these    circumstances   might,  in    my  opinion^ 
naturally  alarm  both  Mr,  Harrhon  and  Mr.  iTfncA,  anc 
accordingly  they  seem  thereupon  to  have  resolved^  tba   _  ^  ^ 
as  this  was  a  matter  wbich^  as  it  might  introlire  th*^    ^^ 
character  of  one  of  the  partners  of  the  firm  tn  whicg!^    M^ 
they  were  materially  interested ^  and  thereby  might  affec__^  -^ 
them,  it  was  important  that  the  sole  conduct  of  tl^^^  ^ 
defence  of  Mr,  Tcnnant  to  the  suit  of  Earl  Jersey        ^  ^ 
Tennant,  ought  not  to  be  exclusively  entrusted  to  MT      r, 
Tennantf  but  that  they  ought  to  be  allowed  to  tr*   ■—  c 
a  part  in  it ;  and  they  thereupon  instructed  Mr.  Shapt    m^T 
not  to  settle  the  answer  until  he  had  had  a  consultati^czz^n 
with  Queen's  Counsel.     Upon  this^  Mr.  Tennantf  as  ^■rrme 
was  entitled  to  do,  being  the  Defendant  upon  the  reco«^ — <Jj 
changed   the    solicitors^   by  making   himself    the   scr^^Me 
solicitor  on  the  record  for  himself,  and  he  instruct-^^^^ 
Mr.  Shapter  to  complete   the   answer,  which   he  c^^i^ 
immediately,  on  his  own  responsibility.     There  are, 
doubt,  many  very  good  reasons  given  for  that  step ; 
the  first  place,  the  time  for  answering  was  very  sh(^  ^"^> 
and  it  was  a  matter  of  great  importance  that  it  shots^  '^ 
be  done  very  speedily. 


i  o 

[Ml 


In  this  state  of  things,  the  result  appears  to  me  to  t^^^ 
that  the  confidence   mutually  reposed   in  each  oth^^*^ 
when  the  partnership  was  originally  formed,  must  ha^^^ 
ceased,  and  that  it  is  now  impossible  that  the  busine^^ 
can  be  conducted  as  it  was  originally  contemplated,  an^-^ 
although,  the  parties  to  this  suit  being  gentlemen,  fi<^ 
outbreak  of  any  sort  has  occurred  between  them,  ye^ 
nevertheless   the  attempt   to  compel    them    to  act  a^ 
partners  for  the  future  would,  as  against  them  all,  b^ 

to 
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^  compel  tbem  to  inflict  irreparable  injury  upon  each        1856. 

other.     Nay,  I  should  infer  from  the  evidence,  that  the 

continuation  of  the  partnership  by  itself  is  not  desired 

by  Mr.  Tennant,  but  that  what  he  resists  is,  the  attempt     Temnant 

to  dissolve  it,  if  such  dissolution  is  to  be  based  on  his 

individual  acts,  or  in  respect  of  any  alleged  misconduct 

on  bis  part.     Now,  I  say,  I  draw  this  inference  from 

the  evidence  which  he  gives,  for  he  states  that  Mr.  Finch 

was  an  artful  and  designing  person,  that  he  early  formed 

an  unfavourable  opinion  of  him,  from  the  manner  in 

which  he  endeavoured  to  wheedle   himself   into  Mr. 

Tennanfs  good  opinion,  and  to  supplant  Mr.  Harrison^ 

and  this  long  before  the  partnership  was  formed ;  and 

that  when  he  did  enter  into  the  partnership,  it  was  at 

the  request  and  at  the  earnest  desire  of  Mr.  Harrison, 

and,  that,  on  that  ground  alone,  he  admitted  him  into 

the  partnership,  and  that  he  would  never  have  consented 

even  then  to  have  done  so,  unless  it  had  been  under  the 

express  condition,  that  he  might  reserve  to  himself  the 

power  of  excluding  Mr.  Finch  from  the  partnership  at 

any  time  upon  the  decease  of  Mr.  Harrison  taking 

place. 

Now  it  is  not  necessary,  nor  would  it  be  proper  with 
this  view,  to  refer  to  what  has  since  taken  place,  further 
than  this,  that  it  convinces  me,  that  the  breach  is 
irreparable  on  both  sides,  and  confirms  the  view  of  the 
feelings  and  the  want  of  confidence  which  roust  ne- 
cessarily exist  between  these  parties,  rendering  the  con- 
duct of  the  business  together  impossible.  [His  Honor 
next  referred  to  a  circular  by  Mr.  Harrison  and  Mr. 
Finch  to  the  clients,  and  expressed  his  strong  disap- 
proval  of  itJ] 

It  is  true,  as  has  been  very  justly  observed,  that  no 
party  is  entitled  to  act  improperly,  and  then  to  say,  the 

conduct 


conduct  of  the  partners,  and  their  feelings  towards  mch 
other^  are  such  that  the  partnership  can  no  longer  be 
contbued,  and  certainly  this  Court  would  not  allow  aay 
person  so  to  act,  and  thus  to  take  advantage  of  his  own 
wrong.  But  this  is  not  that  simple  case,  and  the  cir- 
cumstunces  I  have  already  referred  to  thew,  that  the  con- 
duct on  both  aides  has  produced  this  state  of  things. 


^ 


It  is  tirged,  that  the  animus  with  which  this  suit  i^^^^f  5 
instituted   is  obvious,  from  the  baste  in  which  it  ha^^^^^^ 
been  instituted  and  hurried  on;  so  as  to  obtain  a  pnoritj^^^y 
over  the  suit  of  The  Earl  of  Jersey  v.  Tennant,  ^nd  tha'^_^E=af 
the  Piaintifls  ought  not  to  have  assuaied,  that  the  trutlM'^iiJi 
of  the  charges  made  by  that  bill,  and  which  are  repeater  ^^d 
by  the  present,  would  be  established  in  the  case  of  Th  .^f— »e 
Earl  of  Jersey  v.  Tenttanti  but  that  they  ought  to  hair-^-^e 
watti^d  until,  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  the  truth  C-   mm 
untruth  of  the  charges  had  been  determined  \  that  th£   m% 
is,  in  truths  an  attempt  to  prejudice  Mr,  Tennant  in  th^^^  at 
suit,  ia  which  tl»e  solicitors  of  Lord  Jersey  are,  in  fac-=^^=;tj 

concurring  and  assisting ;  and  that  every  one  must  I -We 

treated  to  be  innocent  until  he  is  proved  to  be  gutlt^-^y* 
This,  undoubtedly,  was  urged  with  great  vigour  anK^rr^d 
ability  before  me  in  the  argument*  I  expressly  stat^:^**^/ 
that  I  intend;  in  the  present  case,  and  in  the  observatioi^K:  ai 
I  am  now  making,  neither  to  say  nor  to  do  anythir.  ^^'^ 
which  can,  in  the  slightest  degree,  affect  the  suit  of  TfW^  ^^ 
Earl  of  Jersey  v.  Tennant^  either  directly  or  indirectl^_)'f 
and  I  shall  certainly  not  express,  even  if  I  had  formt— -s^^l, 
which  I  have  abstained  from  doing,  any  opinion  as  ^ 

whether  any  degree  of  credit  is  justly  attributable  ^ 

the  charges  against  that  gentleman,  the  Defendant  JB 

this  suit. 


But  it    is  reasonably   obvious  to  any  one  ver^^«f 
in  the  course  which  a  cause  of  that  nature  takes        t^ 
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Coarty  that  in  all  probability,  the  validity  or  in-        1856. 
ity  of  the  personal  charges  against  Mr.  Tennant 
never  be  determined  or  possibly  discussed  in  that 

The  Court  will,  in  all  probability,  direct  some     Tbnnamt. 
unt  to  be  taken,  with  or  without  special  directions, 
except  in  the  discussion  of  the  items,  and  in  taking 
iccounts,  and  then  partially  and  incidentally,  if  at 
no  matter  of  conduct  can  ever  come  into  ques- 

I  repeat  that  I  express  no  opinion  whatever  on 
i  charges,  and  that  I  have  not  the  means  of  ac- 
tely  forming  one ;  still  I  cannot  but  feel,  that  these 
geSf  and  the  circumstances  connected  with  them, 
the  mode  in  which  they  are  brought  before  me,  may 
>nably,  to  some  minds,  have  produced  that  mistrust 
:h  exists  in  the  present  case  between  the  parties, 
which  has  led  to  the  hostility  of  feeling  on  both 
I,  which,  in  my  opinion,  exists,  and  which,  in  my 
ion,  has  made  it  impossible  that  this  partnership 
d  longer  be  continued,  with  advantage  to  any  of  the 
ons  concerned. 

is  asked,  is  Mr.  Finch  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
le  business  ?     Is  he  to  come  in  under  the  wing  of 

Hcarrison,  and  on  his  early  death  or  retirement, 
:h  is  probable,  he  being  a  gentleman  of  an  advanced 
and  infirm,  to  take  the  whole  of  the  business  of  a 
t  and  distinguished  firm  to  himself,  and  thus  sup- 
it  the  very  persons  to  whom  he  owes  everything  in 
lection  with  this  partnership.  Now,  undoubtedly, 
ly  decree  could  lead  to  that  result,  I  should  pause 
iiderably  before  I  attempted  to  do  anything  of  that 
iription,  whatever  might  be  the  difficulties  of  the 
don  in  which  I  was  placed ;  and  I  have  endeavoured 
itate  this  argument  as  strongly  as  it  was  pressed 
a  me.     But  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  speculate 

such  would  be  the  result  of  the  decree  I  have 

OL.  XXI.  K  K  to 
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to  make.  I  am  not  to  suppose,  that  the  clients  of  a 
long  and  well-established  firm,  which  has,  for  many  -^ 
years,  been  entirely  dependent  on  the  exertions  of  Mr.  ^. 
Tennant.  Tennant  and  his  abilities  alone,  which  is  shown  by  Mr.^*; 
Finches  own  letters,  will  abandon  him  in  consequence  oft^^ 
the  dissensions  between  himself  and  his  present  partners.  ^^ 
in  which,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  impossible  to  say  tbav,^ 
either  party  is  wholly  free  from  blame. 

It  has  been  further  observed,  that  a  deed  was  ex^^^ 
cnted  contemporaneously  with  the  partnership  artide^i^ 
by  which  the  assets  of  the  old  firm,  together  with  '^tg 
liabilities,  were  exclusively   taken  upon  himself,    ^j 
Mr.  Tennant,  that  this  was  a  part  of  the  same  transac- 
tion, and  that  this  cannot  be  allowed  to  stand  if  -Uie 
partnership  be  dissolved.     Upon  this  part  of  the  ca&e  J 
express  no  opinion ;  it  does  not  and  it  cannot  property 
form  part  of  the  case  before  me.     If,  as  its  date  would 
seem  to  infer,  the  fact  be,  that  this  deed  was  a  part,  of 
the  same  arrangement,  it  ought,  if  the  partnership   fall, 
to  fall  with  it;   but  unless  this  matter  be  settled^  hy 
arrangement  out  of  Court,  it  must  be  the  subject  of  a 
separate  suit.     I  cannot,  in  this  suit,  order  that  deed  to 
be  cancelled,  nor  can  I  make  any  declaration  respect- 
ing it. 

All  that  I  can  do  and  all  that  I  profess  to  do  is  to 
say,  that  in  the  existing  state  of  circumstances,  feelings 
and  conduct  of  the  partners,  the  partnership  cannot  be 
conducted  without  ruin  to  all  the  persons  concerned  in 
it,  and  that  it  ought  to  be  dissolved. 

I  do  not  base  my  decision  upon  any  particular  re- 
ported case,  but  upon  the  principle,  that  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  parties  entered  into  the  partner- 
ship have,  by  matters  over  which  they  have  no  control, 

materially 
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materially  altered^  that  these  altered  circumstances  have,  1856. 
combined  with  the  conduct  of  the  parties  themselves, 
produced  a  mistrust  which  the  Court  cannot  say  is  un- 
reasonable ;  and  that,  taking  all  these  things  together,  Tbnnant. 
it  is  impossible  that  the  partnership  can  be  conducted 
upon  the  footing  on  which  it  was  originally  contem- 
plated, without  injury  to  all  these  persons  concerned, 
and  that,  taking  all  these  matters  together,  it  makes  this 
a  case,  in  which,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
Court  to  pronounce  a  decree  for  the  dissolution  of  the 
partnership. 


COOKE   V.  GITTINGS. 


Jan.  28. 


npHIS  was  a  plea  to  a  bill  of  revivor,  which  stated  A  bill  of  re- 
■*•      that  the  Plaintiffs  had  instituted  their  suit  against  ^^l"  &^ieged 
James  Gittings  and  others  in  1854.     That  James  Git-  ^^^at  a  De- 
iings  appeared  and  answered  the  bill,  after  which,  on  original  bill 
the  12th  of  Amil,  1855,  the  Plaintiff  amended  his  bill  J^ad  died, 

'  having  by  his 

against  James  Gittings  and  the  others.  will  appointed 

A  B,  execu- 
trix, and  that 
The  bill  then  alleged  as  follows : — Previously  to  the  »be  had  taken 

said  amended  bill  having  been  filed,  and  on  the  6th  day  execudon  of^ 

of  April,   1855,  James   Gittings    departed    this    life,  the  will,  and 

had  possessed 
whereby  the  original  suit  became  abated  as  to  him;  the  assets  and 

and  James  Gittings,  previously  to  his  decease,  made     i/Ji,*'^*^ 
and  executed  his   last  will  and  testament,  dated  the  ministration 
20th  day  of  March,  1855,  and  thereby  he  appointed  his  praj^  re- 
wife,  the  Defendant  Caroline  Gittings,  sole  executrix,  vivor  against 
and  Caroline  Gittings  has,  since  the  decease  of  James  executrix. 
Gittings,  taken  on  herself  the  execution  of  the  said  will  -4*  ^'  P^^^^®*1 
of  James  CUttings,  and  has  possessed  herself  of  the  she  was  not 
personal  estate  and  effects  of  James  Gittings,  and  has  xhTpka  was 
taken  on  herself  the  administration  thereof.  allowed. 


K  K  2  Under 


Under  the  circumfttancea  afoieeaidj  the  Plaimiffk  a^  ir-^ 
advised  that  they  are  entitled  to  have  the  said  suit  n^.-^^ 
proceedings  revived  against  Caroline  GitlingB. 

The  bill  prayed  a  revivor  against  Carulinn  Giiiin^^j^ 
aa  such  executrix,  and  that  she  might  admit  assets    c»  f 
James  Gittings  or  account  for  his  personal  estate. 

To  this  bitl  the  Defendant  Caroline  GiUingu  pletdecl, 
**  I  am  not  the  executrix  of  James  GUtings^  deceasecj, 
in  the  Plaintiffs'  bill  named  as  in  the  Plaintiffs'  bill 
alleged." 

Mr.  C  C  Barber  in  support  of  the  plea.     This  pls^ 
is  stifHcient :  it  is,  if  true^  a  complete  answer  to  the  bill    5 
Itill  v.  NeQh{a)'f   and    the  form  is  correct;  Fry '^^' 
Richardson  (i).      It  is  not  necessary  to  deny  po&se^*^ 
sion  of  the  assets,  for  if  that  were  stated  iti  the  plua^  ^ 
would  make  it  double  and  informal.     If  this  were  a  suS>^^       ^ 
against  the  Defendant  as  executrix  de  san  tori^  ihe  lega 
personal  representative  would  be   a  necessary   party  ^^ 
Creator  v.  Robinson  (c). 

Mr.  Bagshawe  and  Mr.  Goren,  in  support  of  the  bill.   ^ 
The  plea  is  insufficient ;  there  is  no  answer  to  the  alle-  ^^" 
gation  as  to  the  testator^s  will^  or  to  the  statement  that  ^ 
the  Defendant  has  taken  on  herself  the  execution  of  the  ^^ 


willy  and  has  possessed  the  testator's  assets.     If  that  be 
true,   she  is  executrix  de  son  tort  and   accountable.^  "^^ 

•*  If  executors  elect  to  act,  they  are  liable  to  be  sued  be^ • 

fore  probate,  and  cannot  afterwards  renounce ;"  Blewit  -^^/ 
y.Blewittid). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  stated  the  doctricne 

io 

(a)  Mitf.  276,  fi.  (5M  ed ).  (c)  14  Bern.  589. 

(6)  10  Sim,  475.  {d)  Yomge,  543. 
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icklandv.  Strickland (a\  thus: — "The  bill  further 
B,  that  Sir  George  had  possessed  certain  of  the 
I  of  Sir  William ;  and,  as  it  so  alleges,  it  throws 
•  George  the  character  of  executor  of  Sir  William, 
makes  it  imperative  upon  him,  in  order  to  meet 
legation  in  the  bill,  that  he  became  the  personal 
tentative  of  Sir  William  Strickland,  not  only  to 
that  he  renounced  the  probate  of  Sir  William^s 
both  in  the  lifetime  and  also  after  the  death  of 
ichius,  but  also  to  aver  that  he  never  intermeddled 
the  estate  of  Sir  William,  for  that  averment  gets 

the  conclusion  of  law  which  must  have  been  drawn 
the  statement  in  the  bill  of  revivor,  which  amounts 
i  having  taken  upon  himself  the  character  of  exe- 

of  Sir  William  Strickland:* 
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e  objection  as  to  want  of  parties  is  not  raised  by 
ilea. 


\e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

le  plea  meets  the  only  case  made  by  the  bill,  which 
s : — [His  Honor  read  the  passaged]  This  means 
T  character  of  executrix  she  has  taken  on  herself 
xecution  of  the  will  and  possessed  assets.  That  is, 
spends  on  her  being  executrix,  and  the  bill  prays  a 
or  against  her  as  such  executrix.  The  whole  scope 
le  prayer  of  the  bill  is  in  case  of  making  a  case 
ist  her  as  executrix,  and  not  as  executrix  de  son  tort, 
hich  it  would  be  a  question  whether  it  would  not  be 
irrable,  and  whether  it  ought  or  ought  not  to  be 
\e  merely  against  her.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
must  be  allowed.    I  cannot  give  leave  to  amend. 

(a)  12  Sim.  261. 
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Feb.  7. 


STAINTON  V.  The  CARRON  COMPANY.  (No. 


npHIS  was  a  motion,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendan 
"^  to  stay  the  proceedings  in  the  cause  on  terms,  ai 
under  the  following  circumstances : — 


Motion  by 
Defendants  to 
stay  proceed- 
ings in  a  suit, 
upon  certain 
terms,  on  the 
ground  that  In  1851,  Henry  Stainton  died.     He  was  the  Land 

tionrrere^i'n''  ^S®°^  ^^  ^^^  Carron  Company,  a  Scotch  corporaticzzDii. 

issue  in  a  suit  After  his  death,  disputes  arose  between  his  repres^^Q. 
tatives  and  the  Company.  In  one  view,  he  was  indeb  ^ited 
to  the  Company  in  69,617/.,  in  the  other,  he  was  a  ci^re- 
ditor  to  the  extent  of  4,018/.  At  his  death,  he  h^eld 
shares  in  the  Company  valued  at  about  80,000/.^  on 
which  the  Company,  under  the  terms  of  their  chax-ter, 
claimed  a  lien. 


instituted  by 
them  against 
the  Plaintiffs 
In  Scotland, 
and  which  the 
Court  had  re- 
fused to  stay, 
refused  with 
costs. 

A.  pro- 
ceedea  against 
the  executors 
of  B.  in  Scot- 
land.    In  a 
creditor's  suit 
in  this  Court 
by  the  execu- 
tors, A.'a  pro- 
ceedings were 


In  1852,  the  executors  of  Henry  Stainton  ohtsLWed 

in  this  Court  {Maclaren  v.  Stainton)  a  decree  for  the 

administration  of  his  estate,  and  in  the  same  year  the 

Company  commenced  proceedings  in  Scotland  against 

the  executors  to  recover  their  alleged  debt :  whereupon, 

restrained  by     this  Court  (as  it  usually  does,  as  ascainst  the  creditors 
injunction,  but  .     ^^.  ^       ^  ;  _j  _  _j_  ._..,__,.._  ^ 

af\er  three  ^   ""         ^^ 

years*  delay, 
the  order  was 


in  this  country  of  an  estate  under  administration  by  the 

Court)  granted  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  proceed- 

reversed  on  ap*  ings   of  the    Company    in   Scotland.     The    Company 

meanwhUe*  ^    moved  to  dissolve,  when  the  motion  was  refused.    The 

the  executors  Plaintiffs 

had  instituted 
a  suit  here 
against  A.  on 
the  same  sub- 
ject.    It 


Note, — These  matters  have  been  before  the  Court  on  several  pre- 
vious occasions,  see  16  Beav.  279,  18  Bear.  146,  and  ani^^  p.  152. 

having  been  held,  that  A.  had  a  right  to  proceed  in  Scotland,  he  moved  to  stay  the 
executors'  proceedings  here,  until  tlic  question  had  been  decided  in  Scotland.  The 
motion  was  held  irregular,  and  refused  with  costs. 
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PlaintifTs  in  Maclaren  v.  Stainton  enrolled  the  order, 
and  the  Company  appealed  at  once  to  the  House  of 
Lords.  The  appeal  could  not  be  heard  until  July^ 
1855,  when  the  order  was  reversed,  and  the  injunction 
dissolved.  The  proceedings  in  Scotland  having  in  the 
meanwhile  dropped,  and  as  they  could  not,  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Sessions,  be  revived,  the 
Company,  in  Jiu/y,  1855,  instituted  a  second  snit 
against  the  executors  in  the  Court  of  Sessions  in  Scot^ 
haul  for  the  same  purpose,  which  this  Court  refused  to 
restrain  (a). 

The  present  suit  of  Stainton  v.  The  Carton  Company 
was  instituted  in  February ^  1854,  after  the  allowance  of 
a  demurrer  in  another  suit(&),  and  its  object  was,  to 
have  the  accounts  taken  and  the  shares  transferred. 

A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  the  Company, 
that  all  further  proceedings  in  this  suit  might  be  stayed 
until  the  final  decision  of  the  action  instituted  by  the 
Carton  Company  in  July^  1855,  in  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sions in  Scotland^  the  Catton  Company  undertaking 
duly  to  prosecute  the  action,  and  also,  on  payment  to 
them  of  the  amount  for  which  judgment  might  be  ob- 
tained by  them  in  the  action,  or  (in  the  event  of  the 
action  failing)  forthwith  to  allow  the  Plaintiffs  to  trans- 
fer the  testator's  shares  in  the  Company,  and  pay  to  the 
Plaintiffs  the  dividends  thereon,  and  the  balance  in  the 
said  bill  claimed  as  due  to  his  estate  in  respect  of  ^  the 
open  or  private  account." 

An  affidavit  was  filed,  shewing  that  the  suit  in  Scot- 
land  might  be  decided  in  the  present  year ;  that  by  the 
law  of  Scotland  agents  might  be  charged  5/.  per  cent 

on 
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(a)  Anti,  p.  152. 


(b)  18  Beov.  146. 
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on  their  balances ;  that  lapse  of  time  was  no  defenc 
unless  a  delay  of  forty  years  had  occurred,  and  U^.  ^^^ 
greater  convenience  of  trying  the  questions  in  ScoiIane:zs^^ 

Mr.  Rolt  and  Mr.  Cotton^  in  support  of  the  mntin"^  j^^ 
The  Defendants  submit  to  every  thing,  except  th  ^^  i 
which  is  in  contest  in  Scotland,  and  which,  it  has 
determined,  the  Scotch  Courts  are  the  proper  ybr 
deciding.    There  is  no  question  in  these  proceedings  I 
yond  that  in  Scotland,  except  as  to  the  right  of  tb  -«^ 
Company  to  a  lien  for  their  debt,  if  any  should  be  helcz:^ 
to  exist 


Where  an  erroneous  order  has  been  made  here,  which 
has  been  reversed  elsewhere,  it  is  the  duty  of  this  Court* 
and  its  practice,  **  as  far  as  possible,  to  place  the  De- 
fendants in  the  same  situation  in  which  they  would 
have  stood,  if  the  order  which  the  House  of  Lords  dis- 
approved of  had  never  been  pronounced  (a) ;"  and  this 
Court  is  **  bound,  so  far  as  possible,  to  reinstate  the 
Defendants  in  the  position  in  which  they  would  have 
been  if  the  injunction  had  never  been  granted  (ft)/' 
The  Scotch  Courts  first  assumed  jurisdiction  over  the 
matter  in  question,  the  suit  there  has  priority  over  the 
present,  and  but  for  the  injunction  and  the  delay  in 
hearing  the  appeal,  it  would  long  since  have  been  deter- 
mined. 


Unless,  therefore,  the  Court  makes  the  order  now 
asked,  the  delay  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  hearing  the 
appeal,  and  the  erroneous  order  of  this  Court,  will  give 
to  the  Plaintiffs  that,  which  the  judjj^ment  of  the  House 
of  Lords  has  held  tlicni  not  entitled  to. 


The     ^ 


(a)  Antl,  p.  lo'.). 


(0)  Ibid.  p.  IGO. 
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The  House  of  Lords  and  the  Court  of  Appeal  thought 
hat  Scotland  was  the  proper  forum  for  deciding  the 
[uestions  in  controversy  between  the  parties,  and  that 
t  could  be  more  properly  tried  in  Scotland  than  here, 
lie  corporation,  the  contract  and  the  subject  of  it  are 
>cotch,  the  place  of  payment  is  Scotland,  and  the 
validity  and  interpretation  of  the  contract  must  be  de- 
ermined  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  and  not  by  that  of 
England  ;  Story's  Confl.  (a) ;  Rothschild  v.  Currie  (6). 
^in,  if  the  question  be  tried  here,  the  Plaintiffs  will 
ivail  tliemselves  of  the  English  Statute  of  Limitations 
>f  six  years,  as  incident  to  the  remedy,  which  depends 
)n  the  tribunal  in  which  the  case  is  to  be  tried ;  British 
Linen  Company  v.  Drummond{c).  Will  this  Court 
illow  a  debtor  to  drag  his  creditor  into  a  foreign  country 
br  the  decision  of  a  question  between  them,  where  a 
breign  statute  bars  the  creditor's  remedy,  though  it 
?ould  be  inoperative  before  the  legitimate  tribunal? 
Considerations  of  convenience  also  require  that  the 
natter  should  be  determined  in  Scotland,  where  the 
looks  and  accounts  are  kept,  which  cannot  be  removed 
i^ithout  the  greatest  inconvenience,  and  where  the  prin- 
ipal  witnesses  reside. 

If  there  were  two  suits,  one  here  and  one  in  France, 
especting  a  matter  of  French  law,  this  Court  would,  at 
he  hearing,  direct  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  be  de- 
ided  in  France,  and  retain  the  bill  until  the  right  had 
>een  ascertained  there.  So  when  the  relief  depends 
m  a  legal  right:  the  cause  stands  over,  and  is  not 
leard  until  the  legal  right  has  been  ascertained  before 
;be  proper  legal  tribunal ;  Rodgers  v.  Nowill{d). 

It  is  not  necessary  to  institute  a  suit  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  the  present  order.     It  is  a  question  of 

form, 

(a)  Sect.  270,  304  a,  3G3.  (c)  10  Bam.  Sf  C.  903. 

(6)  1  Q.  B.  Rep.  43.  (d)  6  Hare,  325. 


1866. 
Stainton 

V. 

The 

Cabbon 

Company. 
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form,  and  the  Defendant  is  asking  the  Court  to  reg 
late  its  own  proceedings,  which  it  has  full  junadicti^ 
to  do,  and  which  it  frequently  e:xercises  upon  an  in 
locutory  oppliciition,  as  in  cases  of  electron  and  stayi»-  ^  - 
a  suit  upon  the  Defendant's  f^ubmission.     What  obje^fc.  g^^ 
tion  can  there  be  to  make,  upon  this  motion,  the  sa»-   ^^ 
order  as  would  be  made  at  the  hearing,  and  save  im-     ^^ 
useless  expense  of  continuing  the  proceedings  in  ti^^^j 
auit  for  no  purpose  I 


Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Kenyon^  contr&j  were 

heard. 

The  Master  qffAe  Rolls, 

This  is  an  application  which  is  perfectly  novel  iim    't^ 
nature,  and  appears  to  me  wrong,  not  only  upon     ^he 
merits,  but  in  point  of  form.     It  is,  in  fact^  an  appl  i<?^" 
tion  to  stay  a  suit,  not  only  on  the  ground  that    *>*^ 
Plaintiff  htis   not   any  equity  ngainst   the    Defends* t^t, 
which  might,  if  such  had  been  the  case,  have  been  3»^" 
posed  of  by  demurrer,  but  upon  the  ground  that    tX^^ 
Defendant  has  instituted  proceedings  in  another  count-^ 
for  the  same  subject  matter  in  dispute  between  the^^> 
which  can  be  more  conveniently  or  more  properly   ^^ 
tried  in  that  country.     Mr.  Rolt  was  unable  to  retf^'" 
me  to  any  reported  decision,  in  which  this  CJourt  b^-^ 
ever  been  induced  to  adopt  such  a  course  of  proceeditig* 
and  I  remember  none. 


This,  in  fact,  is  a  motion  by  the  Defendant  to  st^-J 
all  the  proceedings  in  this  cause.  It  is  true,  that  it  '^ 
coupled  with  an  undertaking  to  do  certain. things  wbi^" 
it  is  proposed  shall  be  incorporated  in  an  order  or  d^' 
cree.  Now,  to  say  that  the  Plaintiff  has  no  right  to 
have  the  assistance  of  this  Court  to  enforce  an  equi^ 

to 
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to  which  he  is  entitled,  because  proceedings  have  been 
taken  in  another  country,  in  which  the  matter  may  be 
tried,  is  a  proposition  perfectly  new  to  me.  Undoubtedly, 
if  any  such  application  could  be  made,  it  could  only  be 
made  on  a  bill  being  filed  by  the  Defendant  for  that 
purpose,  seeking  relief  on  the  matter. 


1866. 


It  is  true,  that  a  Defendant  does  frequently  apply  to 
stay  proceedings  in  the  cause,  but  he  does  so  on  grounds 
perfectly  distinct  from  those  upon  which  this  applica- 
tion is  made.  If  a  Plaintiff  is  pursuing  the  Defend- 
Gint  at  law  and  in  equity  for  the  same  subject  matter, 
the  Defendant  is  entitled  to  put  the  Plaintiff  to  elect 
which  of  the  two  he  will  proceed  upon ;  so  that  the 
Defendant  may  not  be  vexed  by  a  double  proceeding. 
That  is  perfectly  distinct  from  this  case.  A  Defendant 
may  also  come  and  say,  '^  I  am  willing  to  give  the 
Plaintiff  all  he  asks ;"  and  thereupon  he  is  entitled  to 
stay  the  proceedings ;  but  it  is  perfectly  new  to  me  for 
%  Defendant  to  come  and  say,  '^  I  am  willing  to  give 
the  Plaintiff  all  he  asks,  except  the  only  subject  of 
contest  between  us,"  and  to  ask  that  the  proceedings 
tnay  be  stayed,  on  the  ground  that  there  are  proceed- 
ings in  another  country.  In  point  of  fact,  it  is  the 
same  as  if  the  suit  wei'e  for  that  sole  matter,  because 
that  is  the  sole  matter  which  is  disputed  and  to  be  dis- 
cussed between  them. 


It  suggested  that  this  should  now  be  treated  as 
the  hearing  of  the  cause;  but  it  is  obviously  impos- 
sible for  the  Court  to  determine  the  merits  on  the  ap- 
plication of  a  Defendant,  prior  to  the  cause  being  ripe 
for  hearing  and  the  evidence  taken.  Mr.  Cotton  has 
gone  into  a  long  argument  and  cited  cases,  (which  only 
convinces  me  of  the  impossibility  of  my  making,  con- 
sistently with  justice,  an  order  to  the  effect  which  he 

asks) 
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asks)  to  shew  me  that  I  should  determioe  one  coattar- 
which  is  the  subject  of  dispute  between  the  Plamtiir 
and  Defendant,  and  that  I  ought  to  come  to  the  con— 
clusIoHj  that  the  decree  of  this  Court  will  ultimately 
determine  that  the  iaw  of  Scotland^  and  not  that  of 
England^  is  to  regulate  the  matter  in  dispute  between 
the  parties* 


That  may  be  so.  This  Court  may  have  to  determiDe 
that  ciuestion,  but  I  cannot  determine  it  until  the  mat^ 
ter  comes  before  me  for  j  udiciul  decision  in  a  regular 
and  proper  course^  at  the  heating  and  upon  the  proper 
evidence.  [  cannot  determine  this  upon  an  interlocu- 
tory proceeding,  and  still  less  can  i  say,  that  the  Plaio- 
tifiP shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  make  out  his  case  in  such 
manner  as  he  may  think  tit,  and  to  have  the  decision  of 
this  Court  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause^  whether,  in  the 
opinion  of  this  Court,  the  law  of  Scotland  ought  to 
apply  or  not* 

Mr.  Cotton  then  suggests  this: — that  in  December^ 
1852,  this  Court  miscarried,  by  restraining  the  present 
Defendants  from  proceeding  in  their  action  in  Scotland, 
that  by  reason  of  the  delay  of  the  House  of  Lords 
in  deciding  the  appeal,  a  considerable  length  of  time 
was  lost,  and  that  this  Court  ought  to  be  very  desirous 
to  repair  the  injustice  which  it  may  thereby  have  created, 
and  put  the  Plaintiffs  in  Scotland  in  the  same  situa- 
tion in  which  they  would  have  been  if  such  erroneous 
order  had  never  been  made.  But  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  it  was  not,  properly  speaking,  either  the  act  of  the 
Court,  or  the  act  of  the  Plaintiff  in  equity.  No  doubt 
this  Court  is  very  desirous,  where  its  decision  has  been 
reversed,  to  put  the  parties  in  the  same  situation,  as 
far  as  it  possibly  can.  But  why  did  the  present  De- 
fendants choose  to  go  to  the  House  of  Liords?  Their 

answer 
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uiswer  is,  because  tbe  Plaintiffs  in  equity  bad  enrolled 
be  order  of  this  Court.  But  wby  did  they  not  stop 
be  enrolment  of  that  order  by  entering  a  Caveat? 
[*hey  would  then,  in  the  course  of  a  month  or  two,  have 
lad  tbe  matter  brought  before  the  Lords  Justices,  and 
I  decision  in  their  favour  would  have  put  them  exactly 
n  tbe  same  situation,  at  most  with  tbe  delay  of  two  or 
hree  months.  They  thougbt  fit  to  adopt  the  other 
rourse ;  and  I  cannot  say,  that  this  Court  is  to  violate 
bose  principles  of  equity  and  form,  and  to  hold,  that 
>ecau8e  the  Defendant  thinks  the  case  will  be  more 
Atisfactorily  tried  in  another  tribunal,  in  which  he  has 
QStituted  proceedings,  and  whicb  be  is  at  full  liberty  to 
:ont]nue,  this  Court  will  thereupon,  on  an  interlocutory 
ipplication,  determine  in  bis  favour  that  whicb  can  only 
properly  be  determined  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  and 
grant  bim  an  injunction  and  substantial  relief  when  no 
bill  is  instituted  by  bim  praying  any  such  relief. 


1866. 


It  seems  to  me,  that  the  application  is  replete  witb 
defects  of  all  descriptions ;  I  cannot  make  any  order  on 
this  motion,  whicb  must  be  refused  witb  costs. 
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Feb.  11,  12. 

A  trustee  no- 
reasonably  re- 
sisting the 
claims  of  his 
cestui  que  trust 
ordered  to  pay 
the  costs  or  the 
suit 

A  trustee  in 
two  independ- 
ent matters  for 
the  same  peiv 
son  is  not  jus- 
tified in  mixing 
up  the  two 
transactions, 
and  refusing 
to  pay  over  the 
first  trust  fund 
until  all  ques- 
tions as  to  the 
second  have 
been  settled. 


PRICE  V.  LOADEN. 

TTNDER  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  b< 
^  parents,  in  1793,  the  Plaintiff  was  clearly  entitii 
to  a  sum  of  179Z.  Consols.  This  was  standing  in  th^^^' 
name  of  the  Defendant  Laaden,  the  trustee,  and  h*  ^^ 
admitted  her  right  thereto. 


The  Defendant  had  also  in  his  hands,  as  trustee,  i^     ^ 
separate  sura  of  1,346/.  8«.,  under  the  following  cir — "*" 
cumstances: — This  sum  originally  stood  in  the  jointP^  ^^^ 
names  of  the  Plaintiff's  father  and  mother.    Her  fatbew  ^^ 
died  in  1838,  upon  which  her  mother  became  entitlet^^^^ 
to  the  fund,  by  survivorship.    The  Plaintiff  and  hei^^^^"* 
brother,  however,  agreed  to  conceal  the  fact  from  theiis^  S  ^"-^ 
mother,  to  pay  her  a  sum  of  money  as  if  they  wer^^" 
dividends,  and,  after  her  death,  to  divide  the  fund.     The 
Plaintiff's  brother  died  in  1840,  and  her  mother  ther 
discovered  her  rights,  and  claimed  the  fund.     A  deecz^- 
was  executed  by  the  mother  in  1847,  by  which  the  func:^ 
was  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  in  trust,  tc^ 
pay  the  dividends  to  the  mother  for  life,  and  after  he  ^ 
death,  for  the  Plaintiff  absolutely. 


The  mother  died  in   1863,  when   both  funds  wer» 
claimed  by  the  Plaintiff.     The  Defendant  raised  som» 
question  as  to  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiff's  brother,  bi 
they  were  withdrawn  by  his  representatives.   The  Plaii 
tiff  agreed  that  the  second  fund  should  be  paid  in 
Court,  but  required  the  Defendant  to  pay  over  the  fii 
fund.   This  he  refused  to  do,  unless  the  Plaintiff  en terc—        ^ 
into  a  covenant  to  indemnify  him  against  any  claims  L.    -«^ 

respe^:^^ 
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respect  of  the  dividends  of  the  second  fund  which  he  had 

paid  over. 

Price 

V. 

After  a  long  correspondence  and  a  futile  negociation,      Loadbn. 
this  bill  was  filed,  solely  to  recover  the  first  fund  of 
179Z.  Consols. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Terrell,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
asked  that  the  Defendant  might  pay  all  the  costs  of  the 
suit,  to  which  there  was  no  possible  defence;  for  the 
Defendant  was  entitled  to  no  indemnity  as  to  the  second 
fond,  and  could  not  mix  up  two  separate  transactions. 

Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  Smythe,  for  the  Defendant,  argued 
that  the  trustee  was  entitled  to  his  costs,  having  required 
DO  more  than  proper  protection,  and  that  he  could  not 
be  compelled  to  part  with  one  fund  unless  upon  a  settle- 
ment of  all  matters  in  which  the  Defendant  acted  as 
trustee  for  the  Plaintiff.  They  also  insisted  that  there 
was  a  special  agreement  to  give  an  indemnity. 

I^  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  p^^^  12. 

This  is  a  suit  for  179/.,  and  it  is  very  distressing  to 
see  how  slight  grounds  and  an  idle  discussion  have 
created  a  long  and  expensive  litigation.  The  suit  is 
really  occasioned  by  a  demand  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendant, and  a  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  to 
give  the  Defendant  a  personal  covenant  of  indemnity 
against  the  consequences  of  the  payment  of  the  divi- 
dends on  a  sum  of  1,346Z. 

The 
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Defendant  has  any  right,  either  in  his  character  of"^  u 
trustee  or  in  respect  of  any  special  contract  betwe  ^^^n 
LoifiEN,  the  parties,  to  demand  such  a  covenant  or  not*  N(^^  i^^ 
Q8  a  trustee,  he  has  no  right  whatever  to  any  s\m^  c-h 
thing*  In  the  first  place,  he  was  not  entitled  to  oKmis^ 
up  the  two  questions  (if  there  was  a  quesiion  to  tvz^  i  x^ 
up);  and,  in  the  next  place,  he  had  actually  execu^C^d 
the  deed^  and  taken  upon  himself  a  trust,  by  wlk  »<^]m 
the  1,346^,  was  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  on  the  de^[^^l:M 
of  her  mother:  it  is  therefore  very  difBcuIt  for  hint  tcj 
say  that  he  was  not  bound  to  perforto  it,  and  pay  o 
the  money. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  there  was  any  contr':^«:^t 
to  give  him  an  indemnity.     1  think  there  was  not,  I 

am,  therefore^  of  opinion,  that  the  Defendant  has   r»«— at 
made  out  any  case  for  stich  a  covenant,  and  though  tt*  «  < 
Conrtf  undoubtedly,  is  very  desirous,  in  dealing  wi  ^^  ^ 
trustees,  to  give  them,  in  all  cases,  every  possible  bene^S  % 
yet  it  cannot  allow  a  suit  to  be  instituted  for  the  so^^ 
purpose  of  gratifying  some  unpleasant  feelings  wh£<^* 
may  have  arisen  in  the  course  of  an  irritating  corr--^- 
spondence,  and  which  will  have  the  effect  of  simply 
creating  costs,  and  injuring  the  person  who  has  a  right 
to  a  fund.     If  it  were  otherwise,  a  trustee  might    i^ 
every  such  case  extort  the  most  extravagant  terms  from 
his  cestui  que  trust,  because  he  might  say,  "  unless  yoo 
accede  to  what  I  require  you  to  do,  I  will  put  yoa  *o 
file  a  bill,  and  then,  as  I  shall  get  my  costs,  you  must 
ultimately  be  the  loser." 

It  is  necessary  that  the  Court  should  protect  the 
cestui  que  trust  in  this  matter,  and,  without  saying  &i^7' 
thing  more  than  this  : — that  the  Defendant  has,  in  ooy 
opinion,  by  a  great  error  and  want  of  judgment,  re- 
sisted this  suit,  that  he  had  no  right  to  mix  up  ^^ 

two 
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D8  together,  and  that  neither  in  his  character 
lor  by  reason  of  any  contract,  is  he  entitled 
inity,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the 
.  be  made  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  that 
mtitled  to  the  costs  of  this  suit. 


)  Jones  V.  Lrwis,  1  Cojt,  199 ;   WUIU  v.  Hi§coj,  4  MjfL 
'irmin  v.  Fulham,  2De  G.Sf  S.  99;  Pen/old  v.  Bouch, 
Hampshire  v.  Bradley,  2  Coll.  34 ;  Thorhy  y.  Yeats,  1 
C.)  438 ;  Campbell  v.  Home,  Ibid.  664. 


BOTT  i;.  SMITH. 


Feb.  16. 


1863,  the  Plaintiff,  a  civil  engineer,  brought  A  deed  may 
on  against  Uly  Smith,  as  overseer,  for  work  against  credi- 

e  parish.    The  action  was  referred :  and  by  ip"  though 

nill  coniidera- 
made  in  May,  1854,  and  the  Master's  alhca-  tion  is  given 

in  June,  1864,  Ely  Smith  was  ordered  to  ^'eWforSi 
intiff  432.  12^.  damages,  and  194/.  16«.  costs,  to  defeat  the 

:he  whole  238Z.  8^.  \^  executed 

with  that  in- 

3th  of  June,  1864,  an  order  nisi  for  an  attach-      Jq  June, 

on-payment  was  issued  against  Ely  Smith,  p?^.'*\.J® 

served  on  him  on  the  8th  of  July,  1864,  but,  covered  a 

if  the  Long  Vacation,  the  Plaintiff  was  pre-  ^JL^t  £.5, 

I  obtaining  an  order  absolute.  *»  overseer 

of  a  parish, 
for  238/.,  and 

meanwhile,  however,   Ely  Smith  conveyed  ^^J^  ^y" , 
'  '        ^  •'        after,  an  order 

away  nisi  issued  for 
an  attachment 
following,  £.  S.  conveyed  all  his  estate  and  effects  to  his  son,  in  con- 
lis  lodging,  maintaining  and  clothing  him  for  life,  and  paying  75/.  on 
indemnifying  him  against  a  mortgage  deht  on  the  property,  and  which 
hond.  The  full  consideration  wrs  not  given,  hut  the  difference  was  not 
/ourt,  being  of  opinion  that  the  deeds  were  made  with  a  view  of  defeat- 
iff*s  execution,  set  aside  the  transaction  as  against  the  creditors, 
cree  on  setting  aside  deeds  partially,  vis.,  as  against  creditors  only. 

[.  L  L 


away  to  the  Defendant,  his  son,  the  whole  of  bis  pi-^^, 
perty  under  the  followiog  circumstaDces.     Hia  proper*  %y 
consisted  of  freehold  and  copyhold  property,  to  whi^^i, 
he  was  entitled  in  fee,  the  value  of  which,  in   ro\i  ^^^ 
numbers,  was  about  650/.;  but  it  was  subject  to  a  moa-t- 
gage  for  500L     He  was  also  entitled  to  some  otijer 
property  for  life,  and  tlie  value  of  this  interest,  aceor<f- 
ing  to  the  tables,  was  said  by  an  actutiry  to  be  4071, 
but^  in  consequence  of  his  precarioua  state  of  health,  it 
was  in  reality  worth  very  little.     His  household  goocJui 
farming  stock  and  chattels,  were  worth  about  40/. 

In  Jultf,  1854,  £/y  Smith  made  a  proposal  to  hisfiC^*'^ 
the  Defendant  Charles  Smithy  for  an  arrangement  betwe  ^^ 
them,  which  was  ultimately  acceded  to,  and  was  c»  *" 


Hed  into  e  fleet  by  deeds  dated  the  21st  Sept  ember f]^ 


On  that  dayj  £lt/  Smith  conveyed  to  Ckarks  Smith  ^  ^ 
the  above  property  to  which  he  was  entitled  absolute  *  J 
and  for  life  respectively,  and  he  assigned  to  him  all  l»  •* 
household  furniture,  farming  stock,  and  goods,  cbatte  '^ 
and  efiects,  in  and  about  the  farm*     The  consideralic^  " 
expressed  for  this  was  the   natural  love  and  affectic^'  ^ 
which  £lt/  Smith  had  for  his  sons  Charles  Smith  anp-  ^ 
John  Smith,  and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  certat    ^ 
provision  for  himself  during  his  life,  and  in  consideration^  ' 
of  Charles  Smith  indemnifying  JEli/  Smith  against  th 
mortgage  debt  of  500/.,  and  also  in  consideration 
Charles  Smith's  lodging,  maintaining,  supporting  an^ 
clothing  him,  Ely  Smith,  during  his  life,  and  on  h  ^^ 
paying  to  John  Smith  75/.  after  JEly  Smith's  death,  aa^- 
for  divers  other  good  considerations. 


The  Defendant  Charles  Smith,  at  the  same  time,ga 
his  bond  to' Ely  Smith  to  indemnify  him  against  tl 
mortgage  of  500/.,  to  find   him  lodging,  maintenam 

&c.( 
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as  agreed),  and  to  pay  751.  to  his  brother  John  on        1856. 
Ether's  death. 

1  the  6th  of  November,  1854,  the  rule  nisi  was  made 
lute,  and  Ely  Smith,  on  the  1 1th,  was  arrested  and 
wn  into  prison  for  non-payment  of  the  debt  and 
I.  He  immediately  petitioned  for  relief  under  the 
Ivent  Act,  and  his  petition  was  heard  in  December, 
1  he  was  remanded  to  prison  for  twelve  months, 
the  Plaintiff  was  appointed  his  assignee.  He  died 
ison  in  March,  1855. 

le  Plaintiff  instituted  this  suit  to  set  aside  the  con- 
nce  and  surrender  as  fraudulent  against  Ely  Smithes 
[ton. 

18  Defendant  stated,  that  Ely  Smith's  liability  to 
Plaintiff  was  only  as  representing  the  parish,  and 
he  expected  that  the  parish  would  pay  the  demand, 
that  steps  had  been  taken  for  that  purpose,  but 
:b  it  did  not  appear  had  been  effectual. 

[r.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  C  Browne,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
led,  that  the  transaction  was  a  mere  fraud  to  defeat 
Plaintiff's  remedy  under  his  judgment.  That  the 
Is  were  really  voluntary,  and  the  consideration  in- 
|uate;  and  that  even  if  the  full  consideration  had 
I  given,  still  the  conveyances  might  be  void  if 
tuted  with  a  fraudulent  intent  to  defeat  creditors. 
y  cited  13  Eliz.  c.  5;  2  Chitty's  Statutes  (a); 
fne*s  case  (6) ;  Cadogan  v.  Kenneit  (c) ;  Stileman  v. 
down{d)\  Mathews  \.  Feaver{e);  Dewey  v.  Bayn- 
(f) ;  French  v.  French  (g), 

Mr. 

)    Beavan    Sf  WeUbyt  ed.  (e)  1  Cox,  278. 

13.  (/)  6  East^  257. 

)  2  R^p.  81  b.  ig)  r.-C.  Stuart,  2Ut  June, 

)  Cowp.  432.  1855,  and  6  De  G.  M,  ^  G.  95. 

)  2  Atk.  477. 

ll2 
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1856.  ^i**  Lloyd  and  Mr.  G.  L.  Russelly  contri.    Efy  8mi 

was  not  morally  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  parish  we 
the  debtors,  and  he  was  justified  in  thinking,  that 
debt  due  in  his  oflScial  character  would,  as  it  oug^ 
have  been  paid  out  of  the  rates.     He  had  no  idea  i 
he  had  any  debt  at  the  date  of  the  conyeyances,  wh^  S  ^>j^ 
were  executed  with  a  band  fide  intention.     The  a^^,^^ 
comes  within  the  exception  contained  in  the  statute,   t^Mje 
deeds  having  been  made  bond  fide,  and  upon  good  cojcs- 
sideration.    The  full  value  was  paid;  for  the  life  esta  ^^ 
was  worthless,  as  the  event  proved,  and  the  calculatioc^^ 
of  valuers  and  actuaries  are  not  to  be  relied  on ;   Pot^^^ 
v.  Curtis  (a) ;  Boothby  v.  Baothby  (b). 

The  deeds  were  not  voluntary,  but  for  value;  Mori 
reson  v.  Saxton  (c) ;  in  effect  they  did  not  deprive 
creditors  of  a  shilling,  and  were  not  intended  so  to  d< 
The  Defendant  took  on  himself  a  burthen,  and  not 
benefit.    They  cited  Gale  v.  WiUicunton  {d) ;  iVaum  v. 
Wilsmore  (c). 

Mr.  Follett  for  anotlier  Defendant. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  satisfied  that  this  deed  was  made  with  the  view^- 
of  defeating  the  Plaintiff's  execution.     No  doubt,  it  wa^S 
a  very  hard  case  on  ^Ir.  Ely  Smith;  he  was  sued  irr^ 
respect  of  a  demand  with  which  he  had  nothing  to  do_ 
except  as  overseer  of  the  paiish.     Unfortunately,  he 
being  in  the  hands  of  other  persons,  thought  he  neve: 
should  be  liable  for  this  sum  of  money;  but  an  orde 
being  made  to  refer  the  claim  to  arbitration,  the  resal- 
es)   lW«-c,  5i;].  (f)  I  r.  4-  C.  (E.rcA.)  525. 
{b)  2  Hall  S:  TwtlU,  21 1,  and  (J)  8  Vec.  4"  HVVjs.  405. 
1  Mac.y  G.  ()0> ;  15  Btav.2V2.  {e)  8  Term  Rep. 521. 
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of  which  was,  that  an  award  was  made  against  him  in 
the  month  of  Maiff  1854,  by  which  the  sum  of  43/.  I2s. 
was  found  to  be  due,  with  194Z.  \6s.  costs.  It  is  stated 
positively,  that  Mr.  JSly  Smith  and  his  solicitor  knew  be 
was  liable  to  pay  the  money,  and  were  aware  of  the 
whole  transaction.  He  made  several  attempts  to  get 
the  parish  to  pay,  but  the  overseers  refused  to  interfere. 

In  that  state  of  the  case,  after  he  is  served  with  a  rule 
piin  for  the  attachment  against  him,  and  which  could  not 
be  made  absolute  till  Term,  he,  having  fee  simple  pro- 
perty worth  about  500Z.,  and  a  life  estate  in  other  pro- 
perty, executes  a  deed  of  conveyance  in  September, 
1864,  by  which  he  conveys  the  whole  of  this  property  to 
his  son  upon  the  trusts  stated.  Undoubtedly  I  see  no 
motive  or  reason  for  this  transaction,  except,  that  if  suc- 
cessful, it  would  have  prevented  the  Plaintiff,  the  exe- 
:nition  creditor,  from  taking  possession  of  the  house  and 
property,  and  from  selling  them.  That  they  were  not 
virorth  a  great  deal  is  very  probable ;  but  it  appears  to 
me,  on  the  evidence,  that  the  fee  simple  property  was 
:ertainly  worth  as  much  as  the  mortgage,  and  probably 
I  little  more.  And  there  was,  besides,  the  life  interest 
in  the  two  remaining  properties.  With  respect  to  the 
Falue  of  the  whole  property,  there  is  a  variation  of  testi- 
mony; one  says  it  is  worth  92/.  a  year,  and  I  think  the 
Hher  makes  it  75/.  a  year.  It  is  said,  that  his  life 
nterest  was  worth  nothing ;  it  is  impossible  for  me  to 
:ome  to  that  conclusion.  I  have  no  doubt  he  was  in  a 
^ery  infirm  state  of  health,  and  that  the  valuation  made 
jy  Mr.  Morgan,  the  actuary,  on  the  assumption  of  his 
}eing  a  good  or  ordinary  life,  is  not  an  accurate  valua- 
ion.  I  have  no  doubt,  also,  that  in  the  state  in  which  he 
;hen  was,  his  being  put  in  gaol  and  kept  there  materially 
lifected  his  health,  and  probably  accelerated  his  death, 
^hich  took  place  four  months  after  his  imprisonment. 

I  cannot 
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1856.  I  cannot  say,  in  that  state  of  circumstances,  thai 

full  consideration  was  given  for  this  property,  thou| 
from  his  father's  early  death,  the  result  may  be,  that ' 
son  may  have  paid  more  for  this  property  than  he  S:^^  ^^ 
obtained  for  it.      I  observe  also,  that  Mr.  Fran^^^^j^ 
did  not  hesitate  afterwards  to  advance  100/.  on  mos-^ 
gage  on  this  property,  which  was  already  subject     -to 
a  prior  mortgage  of  500/.     All  parties  were  perfeclt  Ij 
well  aware  of  this  execution  for  upwards  of  2002.  agairv  «t 
the  Plaintiff,  that  steps  had  been  taken  to  enforce      '< 
against  him,  and  that  the  result  would  hare   been   '^^ 
have  turned  him  out  of  possession  of  the  property ;  ar^-^ 
in  fact,  this  was  the  only  means  by  which  he  could  l:^^ 
retained  in  possession  of  it.     In  that  state  of  circaoC^' 
stances,  it  seems   to  me  that  the  inference  is  irr^^" 
sistible,  that  this  deed  was  executed  with  the  view  c^^ 
delaying  and  defeating  the  creditor.     I  do  not  use  th       ^ 
expression  ''  fraudulent,"  it  is  not  the  proper  expi 
with  respect  to  this  case.    As  between  the  father 
son,  I  have  no  doubt,  that  if  the  parish  bad  paid  \h^    \^ 
debt,  this  would  have  been  treated  as  a  perfectly  bind-^^^^* 
ing  transaction  between  them  ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  Z  .^ 

have  no  doubt,  that  the  moving  consideration  whicH^ 
induced  the  father  to  enter  into  this  arrangement,  a 
this  particular   time,    was    the    fact,    that    this   execu- 
tion was  about  to  issue  against  him. 


it 


I  am  not  disposed,  in  that  stJite  of  circumstances,  tc 
send  this  case  for  the  opinion  of  a  jury,  and  to  have  if 
tried  over  again.  It  is  desirable  to  send  a  case  to  B 
jury,  where  there  is  a  matter  of  very  great  doubt  de- 
l)ending  on  the  testimony  of  some  particular  witnesses 
though  now  that  the  Court  has  itself  the  means  o 
seeing  the  demeanor  of  the  witnesses,  it  is  less  nece: 
sary  than  formerly.  But  here  I  draw  my  conclusioi 
from  the  dates  and  facts,  which  are  not  susceptible  ( 

an 


^0 

it 
a 
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any  alteration  by  the  testimony  or  demeanor  of  the  wit- 
nesses, and  they  bring  me  to  the  conclusion  that  this 
deed  was  executed  with  a  view  or  for  the  purpose  of 
defeating  or  delaying  the  execution  of  the  Plaintiff.  Smith. 

It  is  said,  that  when  this  transaction  is  set  aside,  the 
Plaintiff  will  get  very  little  by  it.  But  if  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  it  is  void  under  the  statute,  I  am  bound  to  come  to 
that  conclusion.  Even  if  full  consideration  had  been 
given,  that  is  not  sufficient,  because,  as  is  shewn  in  the 
case  in  Atkynsia),  the  consideration  may  be  given  in  such 
a  form  as  to  defeat  the  judgment  creditor;  and  this  is  a 
case  in  which  it  might  defeat  the  judgment  creditor.  If 
the  full  consideration,  given  for  this  conveyance,  was  a 
sum  to  be  paid  to  the  younger  brother  and  the  main- 
tenance of  the  father  during  his  life,  it  is  obvious  that  it 
would  defeat  the  judgment  creditor,  who  would  ob- 
tain nothing  under  it,  though  there  was  a  full  con- 
sideration. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  I  must  declare  this 

deed  to  be  void  ;  that  is  to  say,  under  the  statute.   The 

deeds  will  not  be  cancelled,  but  the  Defendant  must 

concur  in  raising  the  amount  due  to  the  creditors. 

(a)  StiUman  v.  Ashdawn,  2  Atk.  477. 

Abstract  of  Order: — 

Declare,  that  the  Indentures  are  void  as  against  the  Plaintiff  and  all 
other  the  creditors  of  £/y  Smith  ;  and  order  the  Defendants  to  join  in 
and  concur  in  all  necessary  acts,  conveyances,  &c.,  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  the  amount  due  to  the  Plaintiff  and  all  the  other  creditors,  out 
of  the  estates,  and  the  rents ;  direct  an  account  to  be  taken  of  the  rents. 
The  Defendant  to  pay  the  costs. 

Note.— Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  9  June,  1856. 
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Feb.  18. 

A  testatrix,  by 
her  will,  gave 
to  J.,  B,  and 
C.  distinct  le- 
gacies, and  she 
appointed  A, 
and  B.  execu- 
tors, and  gave 
*•  to  her  exe- 
cutors, A.  and 
J3.,"  her  resi- 
duary estate. 
By  a  codicil 
she  appointed 
C  executor 
and  trustee  of 
her  will, "  as 
if  his  name 
had  been  in- 
serted therein 
as  a  trustee 
and  executor," 
and  a  legacy 
for  his  trouble, 
**  in  addition  to 
the  benefit  he 
derived  under 
her  will,"  and 
she  declared, 
that  her  trust 
estate  should 
vest  in  A.,  B. 
and  C,  and 
confirmed  her 
will  in  all  other 
respects.     C. 
claimed  one- 
third  of  the 
residue,  but 
the  Court  held 
that  it  was  di- 
visible between 
A.  and  B. 


HILLERSDON  v.  GROVE. 

npHE  testatrix,  amongst  other  legacies,  gave  Joteg^^f^ 
•*•      Grove  a  legacy  of  425/.,   CharUt  H.  Gnwe      ^ 
legacy  of  1,276/.,  and  Frederick  E.  Hillersdon  (iWr^^ 
Plaintiff)  a  legacy  of  426/.,  all  payable  six  months  aft^^^ 
her  decease.    She  appointed  Joseph  Grove  and  Char^^^^ 
H.  Grove  executors  of  her  will.    She  then  proceeded  ^^^ 
express  herself  as  follows  : — "  And  as  to  all  the  residu 
of  my  property,  &c.,  I  devise  and  bequeath  the  same  t 
my  executors,  my  brother  Joseph  Grove  and  my  nephev 
Charles  H.  Grovel 


By  a  codicil,  she  declared,  "  that  Frederick  E. 
lersdon  should  be  also  executor  and  trustee,  jointly  with^ 
Joseph  Grove  and  Charles  H.  Grove,  and  that  her  saic^ 
will  should  take  effect  in  the  same  manner,  as  if  the  nam^ 
of  Frederick  Edward  Hillersdon  had  originally  beec:^ 
inserted  therein  as  a  third  trustee  and  executor.    Anc:^ 
she  requested  Frederick  Edward  Hillersdon  to  accept 
legacy  of  50/.  as  some  slight  acknowledgment  for  th^ 
trouble  he  would  have   in  the  execution  of  the  trusr 
she  thus  lay  upon  him,  such  legacy  to  be  independent 
of  and  in  addition  to  the  benefit  he  derived  under  her 
will ;  and  she  declared,  that  her  trust  estate  and  pro — 
perty  should   vest  in  Frederick  E.  Hillersdon ,  ']o\x\i\\0 
with  Joseph  Grove  and   Charles  llouhlon  Grove,     Anc:^ 
she  confirmed  her  will  in  all  other  respects. 


The   three   executors   having    proved    the    will   ani 
codicil,  the  Plaintiff,  Hillersdon,  now  claimed,  as  ex 
cutor  and  under  the  terms  of  the  codicil,  to  be  entitle 
to  one-third  of  the  residue. 

M 
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Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Waller  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Toller  and  Mr.  Oreene  for  the  Defendants.  Hillbrsdon 

Grotk. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  residue  was 
to  be  divided  amongst  the  Defendants  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  Plaintiff. 


BROCAS  i;.  LLOYD. 

Feb.  19,  26. 

nt/TR.  HORSEY  moved  for  the  appointment  of  a  Disinclination 

-^^■*-     special  Examiner,  to  examine  witnesses  at  Clifton  apI^f„J^"^S 

muA  Hereford^  on  the  ground  that  they  could  not  con-  Examinen,  on 

"veniently  come  to  town,  and  that  an  appointment  from  g^g^^  expense 

the  Examiners  of  the  Court  could  not  be  obtained  (a).     »*  entails  on 

the  suitor. 
ThtMaMterof 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Eddis  submitted  to  any  '^^'^  will 

*'    not  appoint 
order*  one  except  in 


TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  expenses  of  a  special  examiner  are  so  serious, 
and  the  parties  are  so  little  aware  of  it,  that  I  am  deter- 
mined not  to  grant  a  special  Examiner  except  in  cases 
of  absolute  necessity.  I  must  interfere  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  suitors,  who  are  not  aware  of  the  enormous 
expenses  which  the  proceeding  entails  on  them.  Let 
the  costs  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


cases  of  abso- 
lute necessity. 


Mr.  Horsey  renewed  his  application.     He  relied  on       Feb.  26. 
Reed  v.  Prest  ijb),  in  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  Wood 
held,  "  that  the  former  practice  was  not  altered  in  the 

case 

(a)  See  15  Sf  16  VkU  c.  86,  ss.  31,  35.       {ft)  Kay,  App.  xiv. 
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1836. 


BftOCAi 


ease  of  witnesses  who  resided  more  tbaa  twenty  milt 
from  London,"  He  argued  that  the  Court  would  n^^i 
compel  a  witness  living  so  far  away  to  come  to  Londc^^ 
but  must  send  a  commissioner. 


J 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  not  of  that  opinion.  Thm  is  gettfng  back  to  cije 
old  practice  of  commissions,  and  if  the  system  is  ta 
continue  special  Examiners  must  be  appointed  in  %}i^ 
country,  I  object  to  the  appointment  of  special  £xa* 
miners  J  both  because  the  evidence  is  generally  not  so 
well  taken,  and  because  the  expenses  are  quite  a1ara\iiig. 
Clients  know  nothing  of  the  matter  until  they  get  tlidr 
bllL  I  will  make  inquiry  of  the  Examiners  as  to  th^ 
state  of  bnainees  in  their  oflSces. 

Ko  order  was  made  (a). 


Feb,  19. 

Upon  a  tax- 
ation under 
the  statute,  as- 
signees of  a 
bankrupt  soli- 
citor are  per- 
sonally liable 
for  the  costs  of 
taxation  of  a 
bill  of  costs 
delivered  by 
them,  where 
more  than 
one-sixth  is 
taken  off. 


RE  PEERS. 

A     SOLICITOR  having  become  bankrupt,  an  or^^'' 
-^^     was  made,  on  the  application  of  the  client,  tE^^ 
the  assignees  should  deliver  his  bill  of  costs,  and  tb  ^ 
it  should  be  referred  for  taxation,  and  if  less  than    ^ 
sixth  should  be  taken  off,  the  Master  was  to  tax  th^ 
client's  costs,  and  conversely.  The  Master  was  to  certify 
the  amount  due  from  the  client  to  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupt,  or  from  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  to  the 
client,  as  the  case  might  be,  having  regard  to  the  costs 
of  the  reference,  &c.     The  amount  due  from  the  client 
was  ordered  to  be  paid,  but  nothing  was  said  as  to  pay- 
ment of  what  mi^ht  be  found  due  to  the  client. 


(a)  See  pott. 


More 
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More  than  one-sixth  was  taken  off  the  bill,  and,  on 
taking  the  cash  account,  966Z.  were,  on  the  whole,  found 
due  from  the  solicitor  to  his  client.    The  costs  of  the       Peers. 
reference  were  taxed  at  211.  IS^.  6d> 


Mr.  -R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bernard  moved,  that  the 
bankrupt  and  his  assignees  might  pay  the  costs  of  the 
taxation.  They  contended  that  the  assignees  were, 
under  the  statute,  personally  liable  for  these  costs.  The 
6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  37  (they  said),  authorizes  the  Court, 
upon  the  application  of  the  party  chargeable,  "  to  refer 
such  bill,  and  the  demand  of  such  attorney  or  solicitor, 
administrator  or  assignee^'  for  taxation  ;  ''  and  if  such 
bill,  when  taxed,  be  less  by  a  sixth  part  than  the  bill 
delivered,  sent,  or  left,  then  such  attorney  or  solicitor, 
or  executor,  administrator  or  assignee  of  such  attorney 
or  solicitor  shall  pay  such  costs." 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Atnphlett,  contra. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  disposed  to  think  that 
the  original  order  was  defective  in  not  ordering  payment 
of  the  costs  in  question  by  the  assignees.  He  ultimately 
ordered  the  assignees  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  taxation, 
and  gave  liberty  to  the  client  to  go  in  under  the  bank- 
ruptcy, and  prove  for  the  amount  found  due. 


Note. — The  general  form  of  order  in  the  Secretary's  office  has  heen 
dnce  altered,  and  now,  in  case  the  Master  shall  certify  that  any  amount 
ia  due  from  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and  the  bill,  when  taxed,  shall  be 
less,  by  a  sixth  part,  than  the  bill  as  delivered,  *<  It  is  ordered,  that 
the  assignees  do  pay  to  the  Petitioner  the  amount  which  the  Master 
shall  certify  to  be  due  for  the  costs  of  the  reference." 


Feb.  27,  29. 

ADiorant,  on    XN  March f  1852,  the  Plaintiff,  Mr,  Kay,  who  was 

coming  0  ago,  ±_     "^y^^  ^^^^^^^^^  years  of  age,  and  eatitkd,  under  hb 

fatber'a   will,  to  a  life  interest  in   property  producing 

nearly   10,000/,  a  year,  became  acquainted   with  Mr, 


may  ratify 
canlJe»  given 
by  him  during 
hb  minority, 


b*^flny  further  ^^^^^^^^h  who  was  considerably  olden    They  resided 


together,  and  had  joint  e&tabhshments  in  Paris^  London 
and  at  Feltkam^  and  seemed  to  ba?e  lived  together  in  t 
course  of  reckless  extravagance.     To  meet  the  expenses. 


cansideratlon, 

but  he  must, 

oti  the  occa- 

sion^  hatre  full 

knowledge  ami     »       ^      *     *  *  i    i  *  t 

Icompk'ie  mfor-  the  Flatntifl,  during  his  minority,  accepted  bills  to  a 
In^'^theT*^*^*'  very  considerable  amount^  and  handed  them  over  to 
■etion.  tfohnsioTif  who  raised  money  on  tbem,  through  his  iti' 


timate  friends  Mr,  Adam^  and  Mr,  Oeorge  Smithy  on 
the  assurance  of  Johnston^  that  Kay^  when  he  came  of 


good  security  for  the  amount. 


■etion. 

Tiic  PluintifT  . 
hftd,  during 
bi«  minOTil7, 

to  a  con^idpra-  ^g^?  would  not  contest  their  validity,  and  would  give 
ble  amount, 
which  he 
handed  to  A,y 

money  on"*  Prior  to  the  PlaintifTs  attaining  twenty-one  (which 

them  from  B,   occurred  on  the  11th  of  April,  1864),  Johnston,  Adams 

whose  hands     ^^^  Smith  appeared  to  have  been  under  some  anxiety 

the  bills  had  as  to  obtaining  payment,  and  made  arrangements  for 
remained.  Im-  .  °      -tm    •     ./y* 

mediately  on     their  security.      Johnston  represented  to  the  Flamtiff 

^°™i5^.°f.5«^'  that  bills  to  the  amount  of  60,000/.  were  in  circulation, 
the  Plamtiff,  '  ,  ' 

in  the  belief,  in  the  bands  of  several  persons,  and  that  it  would  be 
byTe^Ll^^*   greatly  to  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  they  should 

presentations     be  all  got  in  and  taken  up  by  one  or  two  persons, 
of  ^.,  B.  and 
C,  that  the 
bills  were  in 
circulation, 
and  that  they 
had  bought 

them  up  for  the  purpose,  gave  to  B.  and  C.  securities  for  the  amount  of  the  bills  in 
their  hands.  The  securities  were  set  aside  unconditionally,  on  the  ground  of  the  mis- 
representation and  the  want  of  due  information. 


The  Plaintiff,  at  the  instigation  of  Johnston,  applied 

to 
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to  Adams  to  get  up  the  bills^  which  he  consented  to  do,        1856. 
and  on  the  following  day  (the  1st  of  April,  1854),  the 
Plaintiff  wrote  to  Adams  as  follows: — 

"  Mr.  Johnston  will  send  you  by  this  post  a  list  of 
the  bills  which  you  were  kind  enough  to  say  yesterday 
you  would  take  up,  and  which,  I  trust,  you  will  be  able 
to  do  with  as  little  delay  as  possible,  so  as  to  prevent 
their  being  presented  for  payment  at  my  bankers. 
Though  I  am  still  under  age,  Mr.  Johnston's  name  is 
to  all  the  bills  as  drawn,  and  therefore  it  is  not  as  if 
you  were  doing  it  solely  for  a  minor,  besides,  as  I  will 
be  of  age  in  a  few  days,  I  can  then,  on  your  giving  up 
the  bills,  give  you  any  security  you  may  desire  to  hold, 
until  such  time  as  my  affairs  are  settled,  and  I  can  pay 
it  off. 

"The  whole  of  the  bills  amount  to  63,800/.,  32,000/. 
were  discounted  by  a  Mr.  Arnold,  and  they  are  now,  I 
believe,  in  the  hands  of  some  of  his  clients,  as  well  as 
one  for  6,600/.  The  rest  have  all  been  discounted  by 
Mr.  ITiomas  Cox,  of  Ware,  and  I  believe  are  now  in 
bis  hands,  but  Mr.  Johnston  will,  perhaps,  be  able  to 
give  you  more  particular  information  than  I  can." 

On  the  4th  of  April,  1864,  Johnston  wrote  to  Adams 
as  follows  : — *^  I  enclose  the  drafts  of  the  two  letters  as 
agreed,  and  which  it  would  be  well  to  write  at  once  and 
poet.  You  will,  I  think,  approve  highly  of  both  of 
tbem,  you  may  expect  to  hear  from  us,  in  reply  to  our 
letters,  almost  by  return  of  post" 

One  of  these  letters  was  to  be  sent  by  Adams  from 
Ware  to  Kay,  and  was  in  these  terms : — **  I  am  happy  to 
inform  you,  that,  acting  upon  the  instructions  contained 
in  your  letters  of  the  1st  ^j^ri/,  I  have  succeeded  in  taking 
up  all  your  bills  discounted  by  Mr.  Cox  of  this  town. 

Those 
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1866.       Those  discounted  by  Mr,  Arnold  my  clerk  tells  me  lie 

^^^"v'*^      has  had  mori*  difficulty  with,  inasmuch  as  they  wi*re  tn 

^  the  hands  of  di^erent  individuals,  and  he  had  much 

Suitu*  difficulty,  notwithstanding  the  in  forma  tion  received  from 
Mr  Johmton^  in  tracing  them.  He  has  succeeded^ 
however,  in  taking  up  most,  and  expects  to  take  up  the 
remainder  in  the  course  of  to-day  or  to-morrow.  Any 
day  that  may  be  agreeable  to  yourself  and  Mi.Johmton^ 
I  will  be  happy  to  meet  you  to  hand  over  the  bills  and^ 
obtain  your  execution  to  a  security  in  my  favour/*  This 
letter  went  on  to  statej  that  the  amount  being  large 
and  the  money  market  depressed,  he  (Adams)  wisbei 
''  to  obtain  a  friend''  to  join  him  in  making  the  advance 


The  second  draft  letter  was  to  be  sent  by  Adams 
Johnston^  and  was  in  these  terms: — "Mydear  Johmt\ 
In  a  letter  I  haie  just  written  to  your  friend  Mr.  Kaif^ 
have  told  him  of  our  having  taken  up  a  considerab 
portion  of  his  hills,  and  the  probability  of  my  clerk 
being  enabled  to  get  up  the  others  in  a  day  or  so» 
shall  be  glad  to  hear  from  him  and  you,  naming 
early  day  when  I  can  attend  you  to  hand  them  ov< 
and  obtain  your  joint  execution  to  a  security  which 
am  having  prepared." 


"  I  propose,  if  it  suits  your  views  and  his,  to  get 
friend  Mr.  George  Smith  to  advance  a  portion  of 
funds  required,  and  should  your  friend  not  have  mad 
arrangements  for  a  lawyer  to  act  for  him  on  his  beba 
I  should  have  much   pleasure  in   suggesting  him 
manage  his  affairs.     As  he  has  been   personally  ai 
quainted  with  you  for  some  years,  you  have  had  amp 
time  to  judge  of  his  integrity  and  ability,  and  will, 
know,  join  me  in  wishing  your  friend  to  possess  bims 
of  such  a  man  as  Mr.  George  Smith  as  his  confident*-  ^^ 
adviser." 


Kay 

V. 
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The  statements  in  these  draft  letters  were  charac-        1866. 
-fcerized  by  the  Court  as  being  "  a  tissue  of  falsehoods ;" 
"^he  fact  being,  that  the  bills  were  in  the  hands  of  Adams, 
^{Johnston,  or  his  agent  {Arnold),  and  o(  Smith,  and       Smith. 
^Wfere  not,  as  represented,  in  circulation. 

Adams  hesitated  sending  copies  of  these  two  letters 
SIS  directed  by  Johnston,  but  a  subsequent  letter  was 
"written  by  him  to  the  PlaintiflF  on  the  7th  of  April, 

1864,  which  was  as  follows : — "  My  dear  Sir.  I  am 
^lad  to  say  I  have  succeeded  in  taking  up  most  all  the 

l>ill8,  and  have  no  doubt  I  shall  be  able  to  get  them  all 

in  by  to-morrow,  having  ascertained  where   they  are. 

Some  of  them  not  being  quite  due,  has  been  so  far  in  my 

favour,  in  arranging  the  payment  of  them." 

Smith  was  at  this  time  a  stranger  to  the  Plaintiff,  but 
be  was  party  to  this  misrepresentation.  He  had  previ- 
ously acted  as  the  solicitor  of  Johnston,  and  been  engaged 
with  him  in  these  matters,  and  before  this  arrangement 
with  Adams  for  getting  up  the  bills,  he  had  been  pre- 
paring deeds  for  the  Plaintiff's  execution,  for  his  own 
and  Adams*  security.  That  he,  Smith,  was  privy  to  the 
suggestion  made  by  Johnston  to  Adams,  to  write  the  two 
letters  of  which  he  sent  copies,  was  shewn  by  a  letter  of 
Smith  to  Adams,  dated  the  6th  of  April,  1864,  as  fol- 
lows : — Once  more  let  me  impress  on  you  the  impor- 
tance of  writing  the  letters  to  Mr.  Johnston,  and  have 
them  posted  early  to-morrow  morning,  and  such  letters 
should  not  vary  from  those  suggested  by  Mr.  Johnston, 
or  depend  upon  it  you  will  jeopardize  both  of  us. 
The  bills  held  by  Mr.  Johnston  will  be  handed  over  to 
you,  which  will  be  included  in  your  bond  and  assign- 
ment of  six  policies  for  6,000Z.  You  have  handed  me 
two  policies,  Johnston  one,  the  Pelican  policy  I  shall 
receive  to-morrow,  you  must  therefore  have  two  policies. 

However, 
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However,  let  me  have  the  particulars  of  what  yon  can 
find,  as  also  your  bills,  dates,  when  payable,  and  amounts, 
without  which  I  cannot  complete  the  bond  to  be  exe- 
cuted to  you  by  Mr.  Johnston  and  his  friend.  Your 
hand  will  receive  the  amount  of  your  own  bills,  and 
Johnston  $f  out  of  which  Johnston  will  give  you  authority 
to  pay  5,000/.  to  the  Euglish  and  Scottish  Law.  Let 
me  have  the  particulars  I  require  per  very  return.*' 

A  meeting  was  held  on  the  12th  of  April,  1864,  at 
which  Johnston,  Adams,  Smith  and  the  Plaintiff  were 
present,  and  the  Plaintiff  executed  a  bond  to  Smith  for 
securing  12,594/.,  and  securities  to  Adams  for  41^6/., 
which  had  been  prepared  by  Smith. 


The  Plaintiff  alleged,  that  he  had  executed  the  secu 
rities  in  the  belief  of  the  representation  that  Adams  hw 
taken  up  and  got  in  the  bills,  and  had  afterwards  hand 
some  of  them  to  Smith.  He  stated,  by  his  bill,  that  h( 
was  willing  to  pay  the  amount  (if  anything)  which 
Defendant  paid  for  taking  up  or  getting  in  the  bills 
third  persons,  or  to  Adams,  under  the  circumstani 
aforesaid,  although  they  were  accepted  by  the  Piaiuti 
during  his  infancy.  The  Plaintiff  also  submitted,  tha 
the  Defendant  was  entitled  only  to  require  from  thi 
Plaintiff  payment  of  the  sura  actually  paid  by  him  V 
third  persons,  or  to  Adams,  for  taking  up  or  getting  ii 
the  bills  together,  and  that  such  securities  should  stan 
as  a  security  only  for  the  sum  so  actually  paid  by  th 
Defendant. 


The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  bond  ought  t 
stand  as  a  security  for  such  principal  sum  only  (if  any 
as  the  Defendant  actually  paid  either  to  Adams  or  ti 
third  persons  for  taking  up  or  getting  in  the  sevei 

bill. 
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bill^    of  exchange,  and  for  an  account  on  that  footing,        1856. 
and    for  an  injunction  against  proceedings  at  law. 

3VIr.  a.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Dickinson,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
asfc  ^d  the  Court  to  set  aside  the  security  simplidter, 
^J^it-hout  imposing  any  terms.  The  Plaintiff,  they  said, 
w'^^  ready  to  abide  by  his  letter,  and  pay  all  those  bills 
^l^ic^h  had  been  got  in  under  it,  but  the  bills  in  Smith's 
posss^^sion  had  been  obtained  by  him,  not  under  that 
lett^i-^  but  by  a  previous  dealing  with  his  friend  Johnston, 
**^<i  on  his  sole  security,  and  not  on  that  of  the  Plaintiff, 
^  "  cmxi  Smith  first  saw  on  the  day  he  came  of  age.  They 
^^^^  that  the  object  of  Smith  was  to  make  Kay  pay 
*^^^^^^^storCs  debt.  They  argued  that  there  had  been 
"^^•h  misrepresentation  and  concealment  as  to  the  real 
laot:^  of  the  case,  and  that  Smith  had  been  a  party  to  the 
P*^^^  t.o  induce  the  Plaintiff  to  give  security  for  bills 
'^^F^^^scnted  to  be  in  circulation  and  in  the  hands  of 
^^''^•^gers.  They  argued,  that  either  Smith  acted  as  the 
*^*^iti tiff's  solicitor,  and  stood  in  a  fiduciary  relation 
towards  him,  and  that,  if  not,  then  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
^^^   F»"ofessional  assistance  on  the  occasion. 

T'He  Solicitor- General  (Sir  R.  Bethell)  and  Mr.  Speed 

^     t-he  Defendant,  did  not  dispute  that  the  securities 

^^^    be  partially  set  aside,  but  they  insisted  that  they 

^^Id  stand  as  a  security  for  what  was  justly  due  to 

'»*»^^^  j^ijj  fQr  the  amount  of  all  the  bills  which  Smith 

^     bond  fide  discounted.    They  relied  on  the  trans- 

^*or^  of  the  12th  o(  April,  1854,  as  evidence  of  an  ac- 

^^^'^ledgment  of  the  Plaintiff  of  his  liability  in  respect 

^o^  bills  accepted  during  his  infancy.    They  argued 

^^     "the  mere  ratification  in  writing,  by  an  infant,  on 

,  .  ^*^ing  twenty-one,  of  bills  accepted  by  him  during 

^^ fancy,  was  sufficient  to  render  them  valid.    That 

Plaintiff  was  bound  by  his  offers  to  pay,  and.  was 

^^X-.  XXI.  M  If  bound 


bound  by  the  statettient  made  by  him  on  oath  upon  his 
cro&g-exami nation  in  this  cause,  that  **he  had  always  ^ 
been  willing  and  was  willing  to  pay  any  claims  which  ^^^ 
might  be  proved  against  him^ — any  sum  of  money  which  ,^j 
had  been  forwarded  to  him  or  paid  on  his  accouat/*  "^-^ 
They  urged  also,  that  if  every  fact  as  regarded  Smith  ^^^* 
had  been  stated  to  the  Plaintiff  at  the  time,  he  would^^  jj 
ecgually  have  given  him  the  security,  and  that  the  rela--  ^^^^ 
tion  of  solicitor  and  client  did  not  subsist  between  tin 
Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  when  the  securities 
giren^  Small  v.  Currie{a). 


3fr 


Tke  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  before  hearitv — ^^ 
a  reply  he  would  look  over  the  papers. 


Fek  m  The  Master  ofih€  Rolls. 

This  suit  is  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  settmg  asi 
a  bond,  given  by  the  Plaintiff  the  day  after  be  b-    ad 
attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years^  for  the  sum        of 
I2,000/.j  and  an  assign mt^nt  of  certain  securities.     L- ^he 
Plaintiff  contends,  that  he   is  entitled   to  have  th*::3se 
simply  set  aside  without  any  condition-    The  DeTend^^nt 
Bubmits  to  have  these  securities  set  aside;   he  does  ^cnot 
insist  on   their   standing   as   securities   for   the  wh.  ^^^1^ 
amount,  or  for  interest  at  7 J   per  cent;   but  he  c^cd^' 
tends  that  he  is  entitled  to  have  them  sustained  a^^  & 
security  for  the  sums  of  money  bona  jide  advanced        ^y 
him  to  Johnston^  on  certain  bills  given  by  him  and      ac- 
cepted by  the  Plaintiff  during  his  infancy.     The  wa^<^  i^ 
which  he  puts  his  case  is  this  :  he  says,  that  during      ^® 
infancy  of  the    PlaintiflT  Mr.   Kay  accepted  bills        for 
Mr.  Johnston;   that  Mr-  Kay  asked  ^\t,  Johnsioj^  ^<> 
get  money  for  him  on  those  bills,  and  assured  him^  -^-'la^ 

(a)  2  Bt^voty,  102. 
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when  he  came  of  age,  he  would  never  question  or  con-  1856. 
test  the  propriety  of  their  payment,  and  would  give 
good  security  for  their  payment ;  and  that,  accordingly, 
Johiuton  obtained  money  on  those  bills,  upon  that 
assurance.  That  the  Plaintiff,  when  he  was  about 
coming  of  age,  was  very  desirous  that  the  bills  should 
all  be  got  together  and  returned,  and  to  pay  the  full 
amount  or  give  security  for  them,  is  I  think  shewn :  and 
in  that  state  of  circumstances,  if  the  Defendant  Smith 
had  said  simply  to  Mr.  Aay,  at  the  time  when  this 
transaction  took  place,  "  it  is  true,  I  am  not  the  holder 
by  indorsement  of  these  bills,  but  I  am  the  hona  fde 
discounter  of  these  bills,  and  I  gave  money  for  them  to 
Johnston^  upon  his  assurance  that  you  would  pay  for 
them  when  you  come  of  age,"  I  think  it  is  highly  pro- 
bable that  Mr.  Kay  would  not  have  hesitated,  but  have 
said,  "  Well,  in  that  state  of  circumstances,  you  are  en- 
titled to  these  bills,  and  I  will  give  you  a  security  for 
that  amount.'' 

It  is  contended  by  the  Defendant,  that  although  this 
was  not  exactly  what  took  place  at  the  time,  it  was,  in 
point  of  fact,  very  much  the  same  thing,  as  far  as  the 
Plaintiff  is  concerned;  for  in  the  case  supposed,  he  would 
have  intended  to  pay  for  the  whole  of  these  bills,  and 
that  now  he  would  only  have  to  pay  for  them  the  money 
which  was  bona  fide  advanced  upon  them.  It  is  un- 
doobtedly  true,  also,  that  when  an  infant  comes  of  age, 
and,  knowing  what  he  is  about,  consents  to  be  bound 
by  any  securities  given  by  him  during  his  infancy,  a 
legal  and  a  binding  obligation  is  created  on  him,  both 
at  law  and  in  equity,  to  pay  those  securities;  and,  that 
it  does  not  require  any  fresh  consideration  to  make  the 
bills  or  other  securities,  which  he  has  given  during  his 
infancy,  valid,  if  he  ratifies  them  after  he  attains  twenty- 
one,  with  full  knowledge  and  complete  information  re- 

M  If  2  specting 
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1856.       specting  the  transaction.     All  this,  as  far  as  it  goes,  is 
in  favour  of  the  Defendant  Smith;  but  to  render  the 
transaction  valid,  it  is  essential  that  the  infant,  attain- 
ing twenty-one,  should  be  fully  informed  of  every  thing 
relating  to  the  matter ;  that  he  should  not  be  kept  ii 
the  dark  with  respect  to  any  part  of  the  transaction  r 
that  he  should  be  fully  informed  of  what  be  is  about 
and  that  he  should  do  everything  that  he  intends  witi 
his  eyes  open,  and  with  a  perfect  knowledge  of 
whole  transaction. 

Now  what  was  the  nature  of  the  transaction  ? 
really  was  this — In  the  first  place,  Mr.  Adams, 
Smith  and  Mr.  Johnston  were  all  three  intimate  frienc^K  ^s. 
They  are  constantly  writing  respecting  the  Plaintiff  Kc^  J^^» 
and,  during  the  last  years  of  his  infancy,  they  bad  sil  (=»- — 
plied  Johnston  with  very  large  sums  of  money,  and  socles.  ^ 
of  it  to  Kay  himself,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him     "fc^^ 
carry  on  a  system  of  the  most  extravagant  ezpenditcm  r^ 
that  can  well  be  conceived  for  any  young  man  of  ■:»  *  ^ 
age,  and  with  his  prospects  and  expectations.    Tb^^3^ 
expected,  and  Johnston  firmly  believed  and   assuin^S"^^* 
them,  that  when  the  Plaintiff  came  of  age  he,  by  mea.^^"^  ^ 
of  his  influence  over  him,  would  get  him  to  make  hii^^^ 
self  liable  for  all  the  monies  so  advanced.     In  order    "^^  ^^^ 
effect  this  end,  it  appears  from  the  correspondence,  th»^^^^ 
Johnston  thousht  this  a  matter  of  considerable  delica.^^^  -3^ 
and  great  nicety.     He  considers  there  was  considerate  -^ 
risk  in  the  transaction — risk  no  doubt  of  ^\v>Kay  ^^ 
ting  away,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  accomplishing  tl""-  *  '^ 
end,  he  considered  this  expedient  to  be  essential : — tH  ^-*- 
it  should  be  believed  by  Mr.  Kay  that  these  bills  li^-*- 
been  duly  discounted  by  various  persons,  and  were      *  *^^ 
the  hands  of  various  holders  running  about  the  morJ^^-3^ 
market;  and  that  then,  by  the  employment  of  sox^^ 
gentleman,  such  as  Mr.  Adams,  and  by  means  of  fun^^  ^ 
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"^hich  he  had  at  his  disposal,  he  could  go  to  the  various  loeg 
liolders  of  these  bills  and  buy  them  all  up,  and,  being 
so  bought  up,  the  Plaintiff  undertook  to  secure  him  the 
jnoney  which  had  been  expended  for  the  purpose  of 
TCturning  all  the  bills.  The  facts  were,  that  the  larger 
portion  of  the  bills  were  in  the  hands  of  Arnold,  who 
was  nothing  more  himself  than  a  mere  agent  of  Mr. 
Johnston,  and  had  never  been  in  the  money  market  at 
all.  With  respect  to  Mr.  Smith,  it  appears,  that  the 
bills  discounted  by  him  had  been  retained  by  him,  and 
had  never  been  in  the  money  market  at  all.  That  this 
was  the  real  transaction  between  them,  and  that  they 
considered  it  necessary  to  keep  these  matters  perfectly 
secret  from  Mr.  Kay  appears  evident  from  the  letters. 
{^His  Honor  read  the  letter  of  tlie  4th  of  April,  "  I 
enclose,"  ^c.  see  ante,  p.  623.]  Johnston  is  there  saying, 
it  is  very  essential,  in  order  to  keep  up  this  delu- 
sion with  respect  to  the  Plaintiff  towards  "us,"  that 
you  should  write  such  letters  as  may  retain  him  in  that 
delusion,  for  that  is  how  I  interpret  the  meaning  of  it : 
you  cannot  understand  the  effect  upon  his  mind  so  well 
as  we  can,  and,  therefore,  we  suggest  to  you  the  species 
of  letter  which  it  is  proper  and  desirable  you  should 
write,  that  is  to  Mr.  Johnston.  It  is  true,  that  in  this 
letter  the  expression  "us"  is  ambiguous;  but  from  a 
letter  which  I  am  about  to  mention  I  have  no  doubt  it 
must  mean  Mr.  Johnston  and  Mr.  Smith.  I  cannot 
help  saying,  that  the  letter  has  been  correctly  described 
by  Mr.  R.  Palmer,  when  he  said,  "  it  contained  a  tissue 
of  falsehoods."  [His  Honor  here  commented  on  the 
several  paragraphs  of  the  letter,  and  shewed  their  un* 
truth.']  The  passage  in  this  letter  as  to  the  friend  who 
was  to  join  him  in  making  the  advance  was  obscure ; 
but  it  was  intended  to  make  that  a  little  more  clear,  by 
a  letter  to  be  written  at  the  same  time  by  Mr.  Adams  to 
Mr.  Johnston,m  which  he  introduces  Mr.  Smith's  name 

expressly. 
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1856-        expressly.  He  says,  "  My  dt^r  Johmion** — [His  Honors 
^^"^^^       read  the  letter^  see  mdCf  p.  524.1     The  evidence  con-^ 

K.AT 

^  viiices  ine,  that  that  letter  was  written   by  the  deslt^ 

Sjcitb.  and  with  the  privity  of  Mr,  Smith;  and  that  those  tw*^ 
letters  were  to  be  written  by  Mr.  Adams  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  being  shewn  to  the  Plaintiff-  The  proof  cis 
tbftt  is  contained  in  the  letter  of  Smith  himself,  writt^^ 
on  the  5th  of  April ^  to  Mr.  Ada^ns.  [His  Honor  rta=^ 
itj  unte^  fh  525«]  It  is  ob^'iouB  from  that  letter,  tb.  « 
Mr.  Smith  knew  the  contents  of  the  draft  letters  whi^c 
were  sent  by  Johnston  to  Mr.  Adams;  and  that  he  <*^^ 
a  party  to  that  particular  transaction,  %vhicb  he  cc^t 
siderad  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  the  Pl^^v 
tiff  in  tliat  species  of  deiusion^  which  they  considev^^ 
essential^  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  hitn  to  recogni^ 
his  liability  to  the  bills  which  he  had  accepted  duricBj 
his  minority. 


It  is  obvious,  not  only  that  Smith  was  preparing  all 
these  securities  at  the  time,  but  it  is  the  common  case  of 
both,  that  up  to  this  time  the  Defendant  Smith  had  never 
seen  the  Plaintiff,  and  had  had  no  communication  witi 
him  at  all.    Is  it  possible,  in  that  state  of  circumstances, 
to  say,  that  he  was  not  a  party  to  that  species  of  delu- 
sion in  which  it  was  considered  essential  to  keep  the 
mind  of  the  Plaintiff  involved,  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
ducing him  to  come  to  the  arrangement  which  was  pro- 
posed on  the  12th  of  April,  1854,  the  day  after  he  canoe 
of  age  ? 


Mr.  Adams,  it  appears,  could  not  be  induced  to  wnte 
those  letters,  but  he  does  the  essential  part  of  it,  which 
was  to  make  the  Plaintiff  believe,  that  these  bills  vi^^ 
in  circulation  everywhere,  and  that  they  were  to  be 
bought  up  and  got  in  for  the  purpose  of  being  paid) 
and,  accordingly,  after  a  delay  of  two  days,  Mr.  Adams, 


on 
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'^  writes  a  short  letter,  in  which  he 

-^y  I  have  succeeded  in  taking  up 

"^e  no  doubt  I  shall  be  able  to 

\  having  ascertained  where 

«ng  quite  due,  has  been 

**  payment  of  them/' 

t  his  friend,  nor 

'flf  having  Mr. 

nstains  the 

-  ^  'e  bills. 

\.   -^^ 

u  together  on 

.dentation  of  Mr. 

«d  of  Mr.  Smith,  the 

.  bills  had  been  regularly 

ved  in  the  ordinary  course  of 

^r,  Adams  had  got  them  up  for  him, 

^  Mr.  Smith  to  take  a  portion  of  them, 

een  them,  the  bills  which  had  been  got 

n  amount  something  like  42,000/.,  which 

it  which  was  to  be  secured.    Upon  that, 

H:uted,  which  recites,  expressly,  that  Mr. 

is  not  the  discounter  but  the  holder  by 

•f  these  bills.    That  is  the  form  of  the 

ond. 


1866. 


if  a  young  man  intends  to  pay  bills,  what 
whether  he  intends  to  pay  them  to  the 
he  bills  or  to  the  holders  by  indorsement? 
as  I  have  already  stated,  that  it  is  essen- 
lould  be  informed  of  all  the  facts  of  the 
se  parties  evidently  believed,  that  if  he 
of  the  facts  of  the  case,  he  could  not  be 
e  these  securities ;  that  it  was  essential  to 
ieve  that  these  bills  had  been  duly  nego- 
culated  in  the  ordinary  manner,  but  that 

if 


if  he  hfid  been  informed  that  the  greater  pirt  of  thtsa 
bilk  hud  never  been  out  of  the  power  of  Johnsio^^  and 
that  the  remainder  had  never  been  out  of  the  power  of 
Smith  or  Adams^  he  would  thereupon  have  refused  to 
enter  into  ihb  transaction.     What  the  event  would  have 
been,  it  is  impoi§siblc  for  me  to  teli;  but  it  is  imposaiWc, 
that  Smithy  who  joined  exprci^sly  in  creating  and  ii 
keeping  up  i\m  dehjsion,  which  wa?^  considered  essea 
tial  for  ttie  purpose  of  inducing  this  young  man  to  entei 
into  securiUeti,  which  can  only  be  buiding  upon  hii 
with  a  true  knowledge  of  the  facts,  to  eay,  that  if  h 
had  told  the  truth  tho  result  would  have  been  the  aame= 
he  cannot  now  conteud,  that  if  he  had  said  to  A*iiy,  " 
am  the  discounter^  to  the  extent  of  10,0001,,  of  tb 
bills  for  value  and  upon  the  faith  of  your  name  beii 
to  thein,  and  tliat  you  would  not  allovv  me  to  su 
from   trusting  to  your  honour  j**   and    that  Mr.  K* 
would  have  adopted  that  view,  would  have  acceded 
that  guggestioHj  and  would  not  have  said  what  he  n 
BaySf  viz,,  **  You  are  not  entitled  to  have  security 
the  money  which  you   have   actually  advanced  upi 
thofte  bilk.''     Smithy  I  say,  is  not  in  a  position  to  roal 
that  case,  and  he  has  put  his  issue  upon  a  totally  d 
ferent  footing. 


-J 


The  materiality  of  the  distinction  is,  that  the  tru^ 
was  not  told  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  it  was  believed 
the  Defendants,  that  the  truth  would  be  fatal  to  the 
and  that  it  was  essential  to  create  the  delusion  in  whi 
all  those  three  persons  have  concurred  and  combini 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  these  securities. 

Then  it  is  argued,  that  Mr.  Kay  says, "  I  am  willing        ^*'^ 
pay  everything  which  has  been  advanced  for  my  bener-  ^^^ 
or  for  my  use."      Mr.  Smith  says,  "  Well,  this  was  ps^^^ 
to  Johnston^  and  that  was  paid  for  the  use  and  benefit    ^^' 
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intiff."  Upon  that  part  of  the  case,  the  evidence  1856. 
I  me,  that  it  was  not  paid  to  the  Plaintiff,  or  for 
lefit  or  the  use  of  the  Plaintiff.  It  was  paid  for 
lefit  and  for  the  use  of  Johnston,  and  upon  the 
of  Johnston,  strengthened,  no  doubt,  by  the  as- 
i  which  Johnston  gave,  and  which  was  true,  that 
[tended  to  make  good  all  the  bills  which  he  had 
or  the  purpose  of  raising  money  for  his  benefit, 
ere  is  this  distinction : — I  nowhere  find,  that  the 
ff  said,  that  he  was  prepared  to  make  good  all 
s  given  by  him  to  raise  money  for  the  exclusive 
of  Mr.  Johnston ;  but  this  money  was  not  paid 
Plaintiff,  nor  is  there  any  trace  whatever,  that 
ney  was  applied  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff, 
ighly  probable,  that  a  large  portion  of  it  was  so 
I,  and,  I  believe,  that  a  large  portion  of  it  was  so 
I.  If  any  portion  of  it  was  so  applied,  it  was 
le  mere  will  and  pleasure  of  Mr.  Johnston.  Mr. 
took  no  pains  for  that  purpose;  he  did  not  require 
e  money  should  be  paid  to  Kay;  he  did  not  re- 
hat  Kay  should  know  that  he  had  advanced  so 
)f  the  money  for  his  benefit  and  for  that  of  Mr. 
971,  but  he  advanced  it  to  Johnston  to  do  what  he 
I  with  it.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  Smith 
from  the  system  that  was  carried  on  between 
wo  persons,  that  a  very  large  portion  of  it  would 
)loyed  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  up  that  reckless 
of  expenditure,  and  that  supply  of  money,  which 
e  cause  of  the  influence  retained  by  Mr.  Johnston 
le  mind  of  Mr.  Kay. 

\  of  opinion  that  these  securities  must  be  simply 
le,  and  no  condition  made  with  regard  to  them. 


j|.  and  B.  were 
jdat  owners 
of  a  liDusei  iLEid 
^>bad  bid  out 
on  it  itidutcfi 
he  bad  ob- 
tained frocn  Bi 
Held,  that  B. 
bad  no  Man  on 
the  bouse  for 
Ibc  amountt 

Obiervatiotii 
as  to  the  dul^ 
of  guardians 
to  watcb  ovet 
tbeir  wards. 


KAY  I?.  JOHNSTON, 
npHIS  suit  arose  out  of  the  transactions  stated  m  ITaw^^ai 
^      V.  SmUk{a\  and  sought  an  account  again&t  M^^ 
Johnston f  and  to  establish  the  Plaintiff's  right  to 
moiety  of  the  three  joint  establishments.    The  Plait     ^»^ 
tiff  also  claimed  a  lien  on  the  share  of  Johnston  S'mj 
those  properties,  for  so  much  of  the  purchase- tnon^y 
as  had  been  paid  out  of  the  produce  of  the  Plaintiff  *s 
bills. 


Mr,  it.  Paht^Tj  Mr,  Cairns  and 
the  Plaintiff. 


Mr.  Dichinson  ht 


Mr.  RenMkaw  for  Johniton.    ^^^^ 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Grove  for  the  trustees  of  JoAii- 
stons  settlement. 

Mr.  Giffard  for  Mr.  Adams. 

Mr.  Palmer  in  reply. 


Feb,  22.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Upon  the  fullest  consideration  that  I  have  been  able 
to  give  to  the  question,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  any  lien  on  the  share  of  Johnston  in 
respect  of  money  which  was   originally  his,  but  was 

advanced 
(a)  AntCy  p.  522. 
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advanced  to  Johnston  and  laid  out  by  him  in  the  deco-  1866. 
rations  and  improvements  of  the  house  in  Hill  Street, 
Berkeley  Square.  It  is  admitted  that  there  was  no  con- 
tract to  this  effect,  and,  in  my  opinion,  none  takes  effect 
by  operation  of  law.  It  was  assimilated  to  the  case  of 
a  partnership,  and  it  was  suggested  that,  in  the  case  of  a 
partnership,  the  joint  property  would,  in  the  first  place, 
be  liable  to  repay  the  advances  of  the  various  partners 
before  any  division  of  the  capital  was  made  between 
them.  That  would  be  so ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  this  was 
not  a  partnership,  and  cannot  properly  be  treated  as  ana- 
logous to  one.  A  partnership,  no  doubt,  may  exist  in 
land,  as  in  the  case  of  Dale  v.  Hamilton  (a),  but  a  part- 
nership means  this : — that  the  joint  property  shall  be 
employed  for  some  purposes  which  shall  produce  a  return 
in  the  shape  of  profits,  or  so  as  to  add  to  its  value ;  but 
nothing  of  that  sort  took  place  here.  It  was,  in  fact, 
nothing  more  than  a  joint  occupation,  under  a  joint 
ownership  of  the  property,  and,  in  that  point  of  view, 
the  source  firom  which  any  money  laid  out  by  either 
party  was  obtained  is  immaterial,  and  does  not  give 
the  person  from  whom  the  money  is  derived  any  lien. 
The  Plaintiff,  therefore,  is  not  entitled  to  any  lien  on  the 
property. 

I  cannot  conclude  this  case  without  expressing  the 
deep  feeling  of  pain  which  I  feel  at  the  conduct  of  the 
guardians  in  the  present  case.  Here  is  a  young  man,  a 
ward  of  Court,  possessed  of  a  very  large  fortune,  for  he 
bad  a  life  interest  in  real  estate  of  6,000/.  a  year,  and 
be  had  the  interest  of  about  120,000/.,  producing  toge- 
ther something  like  10,000/.  a  year.  The  guardians 
seek,  and  obtain  for  him,  an  allowance  of  1,300/.  a  year, 
which  was  not  an  undue  allowance,  having  regard  to 

the 
(a)  2  PhilL  266. 


the  extent  of  his  fortune,  it  he  had  been  kept  niiaer 
proper  coritroL     But  during  the  liist  two  years  of  his 
minority,  as  far  &$  1  can  make  out,  he  seems  to  have 
had  complete  power  to  go  where  he  liked  and  to  do 
whatever  he  pleased,  no  species  of  control  of  any  sort 
wcis  exercised  over  him,  and  in  all  these  proceedings  wt 
Paru  there  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  any  trace  of  io- 
tervention,  or  even  of  advice.     It  is  obviously  impossible 
for  this  Court,  with  the  number  of  wards  which  it  has 
under  its  care,  to  be  aware  of  their  conduct,  but  it  doe 
what  it  can,  and  requires  the  guardians,  from  time  t 
time^to  give  general  information  of  what  is  taking  place 
But  there  are  wards  possessed  of  large  fortunes,  and  o 
very  extravagant  habits,  who  get  into  difficulties  durinj 
their  infancy-     In  those  ca^es  the  guardians  apply  t^^- 
the  Court  in  chambers  to  afford  such  assistance  to  th-     ^ 
ward  as  may  extricate  him  from  his  diHiculties  and  pi 
him  in  a  better  course  of  conduct.    This  Court  hi 
always  interfered,  and  I  have   had  many  instances  c 
that  kind  in  Chambers,  in  which  the  interposition  c 
this  Court  has  been  usefully  exercised.     But  here  tl 
guardians  seem  to  me  to  have  allowed  the  Plainti 
evidently   a    very    weak    young   man,    to    go    abroi 
without  the  slightest  control,  without  even  the  kno 
ledge  of  this  Court,  which  it  would  never  have   pe 
mitted  except  under  due  and  proper  control,  without, 
will  not  say  a  tutor  or  a  protector,  but  without  even 
companion  of  any  sort  whatever,  and  allowing  him, 
weak  young  man,  with  large  expectations  and  a  lai 
allowance,  to  associate  with  whomsoever   he  pleas( 
What  they  could  have  expected  it  is  difficult  to  undei 
stand.     The  result  has,  unfortunately,  been  that  whii 
persons  experienced  in  the  world  might  reasonably  ha 
expected. 


I  cannot  but  make  some  observations  upon  the  sut^^ — 

jecr^ 


Kay 

V. 
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ject,  because  it  is  the  duty  of  this  Court  to  remind  all  18«56. 
persons  who  undertake  the  guardianship  of  an  infant, 
whether  a  ward  of  this  Court  or  not,  that  it  is  their  duty 
to  perform  their  trust,  that  they  undertake  an  obliga-  JoHNiTON, 
tion,  and  that  if  they  are  incompetent  or  unwilling  to 
perform  it,  it  is  their  duty  to  relinquish  it  to  other  per- 
sons who  can  attend  to  it,  and  see  that  proper  attention 
is  given  to,  and  control  exercised  over  the  ward  com- 
mitted to  their  care.  Unfortunately,  the  result  has  been, 
that  this  young  man,  with  a  fortune  of  about  10,000/.  a 
year,  finds  himself,  even  under  the  most  favourable 
result  of  this  case,  with  a  mortage  of  30,000/.  on  his 
life  interest,  and  an  obligation  to  keep  up  an  assurance 
upon  his  life  to  secure  it.  AH  that  this  Court  can  do 
at  present  is,  to  prevent,  as  far  as  possible,  the  persons 
who  have  enveloped  him  in  their  toils  from  retaining 
the  benefits  derived  from  their  machinations. 


On  a  subsequent  day. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  stated,  that  the  guardians 
had  furnished  him  with  explanations  shewing  the  steps 
they  had  taken,  and  the  endeavours  they  Had  made,  to 
stop  the  course  of  life  which  the  infant  was  pursuing. 


F,».26.29.  COLLEN  r.  GARDNER. 

A  Bteward  has  IV/fl^-  TT/i/GB^r  was  the  land  agent  of  the  Defendant 

tjo  general  ou^  XtX      m*    fl ^««    „«J  \.^A  r«-  „ „   „„„-^   *„-.„^^-.J 

tbority  to  en- 
ter rnto  con-      his  property  and  received  the  rents,  but  the  Cour^  oa 

grantiDg  leaaei  ^^  evidence,  cfime  to  the  conclusion,  that  he  had  no  ex— 
of  fnrnii  for  a    press  authority  to  enter  into  contracts,  on  behalf  of  th^^ 
Defendant,  for  granting  leases.     A  farm  belonging  ti^ 
the    Defendant   having    been   vacant,    the    Defendan'K 
directed  Mr.  Wright  "  to  find  a  tenant  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible/* 


The  Plaintiff  negociated  with  Wtight  for  a  lease  of 
the  farm,  and,  on  the  21st  oi  Aprils  1853^  a  preliminary 
agreement  was  signed  by  the  Plaintiff  and  Wright^  as 
the  agent  of  the  Defendant,  for  letting  the  farm  to  tbe 


lenn  of  years ; 
und  therefore, 
^bere  a  atew* 
ard  and  land 
agent,  whose 
powc'r&  were 
specially  li- 
anted,  had,  m 
the  nazue  of 
the  owner,  en- 
tered into  a 
written  agree- 
ixient  with  a 
faroaer,  to 
grant  him  a 

lease  for  twelve  Plaintiff  for  twelve  and  a  half  years,  at  a  certain  rent 

years,  but  •' 

without  com-     and  on  specified  terms.     On  the  next  day  Wright  wrote 

him  ihf  fay""   *^  ^^^  Defendant,  "  I  agreed  to  let  the  farm"  to  Colt^; 

that  his  power   but  in  this  letter  Wright  said  nothing  as  to  the  term  of 

was  SDeciallv  

limited :  it  was  years.     On  the  25th,  the  Defendant  wrote  to  Wright^ 

held,  that  the 
agreement 
did  not  bind 
the  owner. 
Where  a 
general  autho- 
rity is  given 
to  an  agent, 
this  implies  a 
right  to  do  all 
subordinate 
acts  incident 
to,  and  neces- 
sary for,  the 
execution  of 
that  authority, 

and  if  notice  be  not  given  that  the  authority  is  specially  limited,  the  principal  is 
bound. 


"Of  course  you  will  consult  with  me  previous  to  the 
term  of  lease  to  be  allowed  to  Collen" 

Notwithstanding  this,  on  the  31st  of  May,  1853, 
Wright  entered  into  a  formal  agreement  for  letting  the 
farm  to  the  Plaintiff  for  twelve  and  a  half  years.  This 
was  signed  by  the  Plaintiff  and  by  the  Defendant, 
described  as  "  agent  to  W.  D.  Gardner,  Esq.,  lessor." 

This 
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This  did  not  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Defendant        1866. 
until   some  months  afterwards,  and  when  pressed   to 
grant  the  lease  he  positiyely  refused,  and  this  bill  was 
filed  for  a  specific  performance.  GAmDMiR. 

Mr,  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Wichens  for  the  Plaintiff. 
First,  Wright,  as  general  agent  for  the  management  of 
the  Defendant's  estate,  had  a  general  authority  to  enter 
into  a  contract  for  letting  the  farms.  Secondly,  there 
was,  in  this  case,  a  special  authority  given  to  him  by 
the  Defendant  for  that  purpose.  Thirdly,  there  has 
been  a  subsequent  ratification  of  the  contract  by  the 
Defendant  himself.  The  Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  Neeld  (a) ; 
Ridgway  v.  Wharton  (6),  were  referred  to  (c). 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Cole,  contra,  were  not  called  on. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Feb.  29. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  bill  cannot  be  sustained. 
The  question  really  is  this : — whether  Mr.  Wright  had 
either  an  express  authority  to  conclude  an  agreement 
for  a  lease  of  the  Defendant's  property  to  a  tenant  with- 
out the  sanction  of  the  landlord ;  or  whether  such  a 
power  was  included  in  his  general  authority  as  a 
steward. 

First,  had  he  an  express  authority  for  that  purpose  ? 
I  am  of  opinion  that  he  had  not  The  two  letters  shew 
me,  that  it  was  considered,  on  both  sides,  that  the  land- 
lord was  to  be  consulted  respecting  the  letting  of  this 

farm, 

(a)  12  C/.  4-  Fin,  248.  Samthury  v.  Jones,  2  Beav,  462, 

lb)  3  De  G.,  M,  ^  G.  677.  and  5  AlyLSf  Cr.  1 ;  De  Bouchout 

(c)   See   Peerg  v.    Sneyd,   17  v.  Goldsmid,  5  Fes.  213;  Paley 

Beav.  151 ;  Hehham  v.  Lajigley,  on  Principal  and  Agent,  189  (3ra 

1   Yatmge  4*   C.  (C.   C.)  175;  ed.). 
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farm,  and  that  no  express  authority  was  giren  to  th 
steward   to  conclude  an  agreeraeot   for  this   purp 
without  consulting  the  Defendant     No  doubt|  if  a  pei 
son  who  takes  on  himself  to  act  as  the  sgent  of  anotfae 
and  as  such  enters  into  an  agreement^  and  commu 
cates  what  he  has  done  to  the  principal,  and  the  act 
afterwards  adopted  by  him,  it  then  becomes  the  agn 
ment  of  the  principal.     The  person  is  then  ex  postfa^ 
constituted  an  agent,  that  is  to  say,  the  principal  I 
adopted  and  ratiBed  the  act. 

But  what  the  Defendant  does  in  this  case  is  this  : 
says,  '*  Of  course  you  will  consult  with  me  preyioa^ 
the  term  of  lease  to  be  allowed  to  Collen*^  that  is,  bef^ 
you  determine  on  any  term  of  years  let  me  know,  ^a 
consult  with  me  on  the  subject.  I  am  of  opinion  L  V 
the  Defendant  has  not  bound  himself  by  any  acqum  « 
cence  in  the  transaction. 


le 
to 
re 
d 
at 

'S* 


The  next  question  is  this,  does  the  fact  of  a  landl^ 
employing  a  steward  to  let  and  manage  his  prop^ 
necessarily  involve  in  it  a  right  to  conclude  agreem^^ 
with  tenants,  not  only  w^ithout  the  sanction  of  the  la-^ 
lord,  but  contrary  to  the  express  directions  of  the  la-« 
lord,  because  it  must  amount  to  that.     I  am  of  opirm 
that  there  is  no  such  authority.  It  is  admitted,  that  tt:B 
is  no  evidence  to  shew  that  such  is  the  custom,  nor 
I  myself  aware  of  any  such  custom,  or  that  an  au^^-^ 
rity  could  be  implied  from  the  mere  fact  that  a  pei 
employed  a  steward  to  manage  and  let  his  propert3^ 
a  per  centage  or  a  fixed  salary,  which  would  entitle  ^-^ 
steward  to  let  a  farm  for  a  term  of  years,  and  fo^^ 
reasonable  rent,  contrary  to  the  direction  of  the  la.^^ 
lord. 


rd 
■ty 
Its 
id- 
id- 
on 
2re 
\m 

10- 

n 

at 

:^at 

"   a 

■d- 


I   take   the   law  on  this  subject  to  be  this : — tf^^^ 

wherever  a  general  authority  is  given  by  a  princif^^' 

to 
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to  an  agenty  this  implies  and  includes  a  right  to  do  all 
subordinate  acts  incident  to  and  necessary  for  the  exe- 
cution of  that  authority :  then,  if  notice  is  not  given  to 
the  person  with  whom  the  agent  deals  that  the  principal 
has  limited  his  authority,  the  principal  is  bound.  That 
was  the  case  of  The  Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  Neeld(a). 
In  that  case  Mr.  Wedge^  the  Duke's  agent,  had  a  general 
authority  to  conduct  the  business  of  an  inclosure,  to 
attend  the  meetings,  and  to  represent  the  Duke  upon 
those  occasions.  The  Duke  gave  him  particular  in- 
structions, limiting  his  authority  as  to  one  part  of  the 
business,  which  restricted  him  from  exchanging  Dunley 
Grove  except  for  woodland ;  but  he  did  not  communicate 
his  instructions  or  those  limits  to  his  authority  either  to 
the  commissioner  or  to  the  other  party.  The  commis- 
sioner allotted  lands,  which  were  not  woodland,  for 
Dunley  Grove,  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  if 
"  the  agent  had  acted  inconsistently  with  the  instructions 
which  be  received  in  that  particular,  being  a  general 
agent  for  the  purposes  of  the  inclosure,  he  considered, 
so  far  as  his  acts  went,  that  they  were  binding  upon  the 
Duke."  Theire  are  two  other  cases  which,  I  think, 
express  my  view  of  this  case  very  correctly,  namely, 
Fenn  v.  Harrison  (ft),  and  Pickering  v.  Busk  (c),  and  the 
result  of  those  two  cases  may  be  said  to  be  this : — Mr. 
Justice  Askurst  in  the  former  case,  Mr.  Justice  Bayley 
in  the  second,  stated  generally  to  this  effect,  which 
draws  the  distinction  pretty  clearly : — "  If  the  servant 
of  a  horse  dealer,  with  express  directions  not  to  warrant, 
does  warrant,  the  master  is  bound ;  because  the  servant, 
having  a  general  authority  to  sell,  is  in  a  condition  to 
Warrant,  and  the  master  has  not  notified  to  the  world 
that  the  general  authority  is  circumscribed  (d) ;"  "  but 

if 
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(fl)  12  CI  4-  Fin.  248,  273. 
(6)  3  Term  Rep.  757. 

YOL.  XXI. 


(c)  15  Eati,  38. 

(d)  Ibid.  45. 


N  N 
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if  the  owner  of  a  horse  were  to  send  a  stranger  to  a  faii 
with  express  directions  not  to  warrant  the  horse^  and  tJ 
latter  acted  contrary  to  the  orders,  the  purchaser  cou! 
only  have  recourse  to  tlie  person  who  actually  sold  tl 
horse,  and  the  owner  would  not  be  hable  on  tl 
warranty,  because  the  servant  was  dot  acting  within 
scope  of  his  employment  (a)-*' 


I  mention  that  to  illustrate  the  view  which  I  talc^ 
this  case.     It  comes  simply  to  this,  whether,  as  a  geo^  i 
propoEiition,  which  I  cannot  find  has  ever  been  det.^ 
mined,  and  which  is  certainty  one  of  considerable  m  i 
portance,  the  fact  of  a  landlord  employing  an  agenfc      ^o 
manage  and  let  his  property  at  a  salary ,  or  at  u  per  c^mrmt- 
age,  does  enable  the  agent  to  let  a  farm,  not  only  witlao  mt 
the  sanction  of  the  landlord,  but  contrary  to  the  direct. ion 
of  the  hind  lord,  because,  if  it  does,  then  the  PlainlifT  is 
entitled  to  recover*     I  am  of  opinion  it  does  not,  a  od 
that  neither  by  the  custom  of  the  country,  nor  by  a.«^y 
express  authority  of  law,  is  any  such  authority  giveo   tiy 
a  landlord  to  his  steward  by  the  appointmeat  to  mau&^e 
and  let  his  property. 


of 


I 

ff 


f 


Having  come  to  this  conclusion,  all  I  can  do  is  to  d  ^*" 
miss  this  bill. 


(a)  3  Term  Rep,  761. 
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BUGDENr.TYLEE.  Marchi,4. 

THE  bill  alleged,  that  by  a  deed,  dated  in    1838,  ^-  B.  settled 
mi  r>       11111  •  property  on 

I  nomas  bouth  had  settled  some  property,  in  trust  trust  for  the 

for  his  daughter,  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Bugden,  and  her  ^\*g^**^*"^e 

children  and  other  persons.     That  in  1851,  Mr.  South  reserved  a 

had  appointed  2,000/.,  part  of  the  trust  fund,  in  her  ^^ngYt.^The 

favour,  which  had  been  paid,  and  that  he  had  directed  Plaintiff  al- 

leered   that  the 
that  it  should  be  taken  into  account  as  part  of  her  share  trusts  had  been 

in  the  trust  premises,  and  deducted  therefrom.    That  she  P**^^^/  ^®" 

had  applied  for  an  inspection  of  the  deed,  but  that  the  subsequent 

trustee,  Tylee,  had  refused  to  allow  it,  alleging  that  the  caSed  mwn 

Plaintiff  and  her  children  had  no  further  interest  in  the  the  trustee  to 

trust  premises,  Mr.  South  having  (under  a  power  con-  S-ust"deed.^ 

tained  in  the  settlement)  revoked  the  trusts  of  the  set-  The  trustee 

r  11  -R/r         T^       1  in  his  answer 

tlemeut,  so  far  as  related  to    Mrs.  Bugden   and   her  stated,  that  the 

children.  T'^fififi^ 

terest  bad  been 

totallv  de- 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Mrs.  Bugden  and  her  children  [XequJn?* 

against  Mr.  Tglee,  and  it  prayed  the  deposit,  for  in-  ^^t  which 

r    \       1      1      /•  ior»n  1     •/•  1        be  did  not  ob- 

spection,  of  the  deed  of   looo,  and,  if  necessary,  that  ject  to  pro- 

the  trusts  miffht   he   performed.     Mr.  tSouth  was  not  ^".^f ». ^"* ^® 

'^  \  said,  that  il.B., 

made  a  party  to  the  suit.  (who  was  not  a 

party  to  the 
suit,)  objected 
The  trustee,  by  his  answer,  stated,  that  by  the  deed  to  the  produce 

of  1838,  which  was  a  voluntary  settlement  made  by  Mr.  thTt  the  Pldn- 

^outh,  the  property  was  to  he  held  on  trust  for  such  tiffwasenti- 

__  *  ,     ,       ,-  .  -   .       ,   ^     ,      tied  to  inspect 

persons  as  Mr.  JSouth  should  appomt,  and  m  default,  it,  but  that 

for   Mrs.  Bugden,  her  children  and   others.     He  then  the  order  could 

•^        '  not  be  made 

Stated,  that  2,000/.,  part  of  the  fund,  having  been  ap-  in  the  absence 

pointed  to  Mrs.  Bugden,  had  been  raised  and  paid ;  °     *    ' 

and   that   Mr.  South  executed  a  deed  of  the  9th  of 

N  N  2  September, 
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and  that  this  deed  further  directed,  that,  in  making  a 
division  of  the  remaining  fund,  the  2,0O0Z.  was  to  be 
brought  into  hotchpot  by  her,  and  that  she  had  applied 
to  see  the  original  deed.  Ttlib. 

In  answer  to  that,  the  trustee  makes  this  case: — he 
says,  that  although,  under  the  deed  of  1838,  the  Plain- 
tiffs had  originally  an  interest  in  the  trust  property,  they 
have  now  no  interest  in  it  whatever ;  for  the  settlor  has 
since  irrevocably  appointed  the  fund  away  from  the 
Plaintiifs,  and  that,  consequently,  they  have  no  interest 
at  all  in  the  fund,  or  in  the  deed  which  created  the  trust; 
that  he  sent  the  Plaintiffs  a  copy  of  the  deed  of  1853, 
which  took  away  the  Plaintiffs'  interest  under  the 
original  deed.  Notwithstanding  this,  the  Plaintiffs 
insist  that  they  are  entitled  to  see  the  original  deed, 
which  gives  them  an  interest  in  the  trust  fund,  in  order 
to  ascertain  whether  the  whole  of  their  interest  has  been 
exhausted. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  see 
the  deed,  to  ascertain  whether  the  statement  made  of 
it  by  the  trustee  is  correct  and  accurate.  Undoubtedly 
it  may  turn  out  to  be  such  as  is  stated ;  but  a  person, 
originally  a  cestui  que  trusty  and  taking  a  benefit,  and 
interest  under  a  deed,  and  who  alleges  that  it  has  been 
partially  and  not  wholly  exhausted  by  a  subsequent 
deed,  is  entitled  to  see  the  original  deed  creating 
the  trust,  which  is  stated  by  him  to  be  partially,  and 
by  the  trustee  wholly  exhausted,  by  a  subsequent 
deed. 

However,  in  that  view  of  the  case,  I  shall  not  order 
the  production  of  the  deed  itself,  but  allow  the  Plaintiffs 
to  take  any  steps  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  other 
persons  interested  in  the  matter  before  the  Court. 
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wife  as  follows: — "All  my  interest  in  my  house  at  1866. 
Lavender  Hill,  the  furniture,  books,  pictures,  wines, 
&c.,  &c."  After  the  date  of  his  will,  the  testator  re- 
moved from  Lavender  Hill  to  Spencer  Lodge,  taking 
with  him  furniture,  books,  pictures,  wines  and  plate. 
He  afterwards  purchased  more  of  these  articles,  and  died 
at  Spencer  Lodge.  The  Court  held,  that  his  wife  was 
entitled  to  the  furniture,  books,  pictures,  wines  and  plate 
which  he  had  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  a  specific  gift,  which  has 
been  adeemed  by  giving  up  the  house  and  taking  away 
property.  If  a  testator  gave  all  the  property  in  a  par- 
ticular spot,  by  taking  away  the  property  the  gift  is 
adeemed  ?  If  taken  away  for  temporary  purposes,  it 
^would  still  be  held  to  be  given,  because  intended  to  be 
returned.  But  here  the  taking  away  is  permanent  and 
there  is  no  description  of  the  gift,  except  as  contained 
in  the  house.  Land  v.  Devaynes  does  not  apply.  I 
nust  declare  that  the  gift  fails. 


March  4. 


BefjTiest  to 

four  persons 
equdly,  and 
"  in  ciise  of  the 
death"  of  any 
or  either  of 
them  *'  m  the 
lifetime  of  the 
other  or 
others,**  their 
ihares  to  go  to 
"  survivor  or 
BurvivorB  of 
thera/*    Held, 
that  the  sur- 
vivorship had 
reference  ta 
the  period  of 
the  testator's 
deatlu 


HOWARD  tj.  HOWARD, 


npHE  testator  bequeathed  his  personal  estate  as  # 
lows  t—*^  Uato  my  brotherj  Geortfc  Howard,  ^ 
my  nephewd»  John  Henry  Howard^  William  H&tc^^ 
and  Henry  Howard  respectively,  to  be  equally  div/tff 
between  tbem,  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  my  said  b^^ 
ther  George^  or  of  my  said  nephews,  or  any  or  either 
them  J  in  the  lifetime  of  the  other  or  others  of  them,  tii^^ 
I  direct  that  the  share  or  shares  of  him  or  them  so  dylt:^- 
shall  go  to  the  survivor  or  survirors  of  them/' 

William  Howard y  the  legatee,  predeceased  the 
tat  or,  having  died  in   1854,  and  the  testator  died  i 
1855* 


of 


^      ta 


The  question  was,  as  to  the  interest  which  the  su*  .0^^ 
viving  legatees  took  in  the  residue  under  this  bequest.       — - 


Mr.  Llo7jd  and  Mr.  Boyley  for  the  Plaintiff  Joh^^  ^*" 
Henry  Howard,  argued,  first,  that  there  was  no  laps^-^^*^^^ 
and  secondly,  that  the  period  of  survivorship  referred  W'  ^ 
was  not  the  death  of  the  testator,  but  a  survivorship  ?  ^  ^^ 
any  subsequent  period,  so  that  the  last  survivor  took  thM^-^^''® 
whole  fund.  They  cited  Walker  v.  Main  (a)  ;  Cripps  "^^  ^* 
Wolcoit  (b) ;  M' Donald  v.  Bryce  (c) ;  Edwards  v.  E^Zr^^^' 
wards  (d) ;  Roper  on  Legacies  (e) ;  Billings  v.  &z^c:=^*a«- 
dom(f);  2  Jarmayi  on  Wills (y) ;  Clarke y.  Lubbock {^  ^^^)' 


(a)  1  Jac,^  W.  1. 
(6)  4  Mad.  15. 

(c)  16  Beau.  581. 

(d)  15  Bear.  357. 


(c)  Page  1373  (4th  ed.) 
(/)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  393. 
(g)   Page  629  (2nd  ed.) 
(A)  1  y.^C.  (C.  C.)49S 
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Mr.  C.  W.  Lewis,  contrd,  argued  that  the  survivorship 
bad  reference  to  the  period  of  division^  which  was  the 
death  of  the  testator. 


The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Wherever  a  testator 
speaks  of  death  hypothetically,  there,  death,  being  the 
most  certain  of  all  things,  can  only  be  made  hypo- 
thetical by  referring  it  to  some  particular  period.  Sup- 
pose you  read  this  gift,  leaving  out  the  clause  '*  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  other  or  others  of  them,'*  in  that  case 
there  could  be  no  question  as  to  the  proper  construc- 
tion. The  event  referred  to  must  have  been  the  death 
of  the  testator,  because  he  speaks  hypothetically  of  an 
event  which  must  certainly  happen,  viz.  death. 

But  read  it  with  these  words — *'  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
other  or  others  of  them."  Does  it  produce  any  effect? 
Does  it  not  make  the  event  of  death  more  hypothetical 
or  contingent  than  before?  If  you  speak  of  the  death 
of  one  of  two  persons  in  the  life  of  the  other,  it  is  a  cer- 
tainty, for  one  must  die  in  the  life  of  the  other.  He 
speaks  of  the  death  of  any  or  either  of  them  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  other  or  others  of  them  in  a  contingent 
sense,  and  the  only  way  to  make  it  contingent  is  by 
referring  the  event  to  some  particular  period,  viz.,  the 
period  of  distribution.  These  words  were  intended  to 
prevent  a  lapse  by  the  death  of  any  one  of  them  in  the 
life  of  the  testator. 


Howard 

V. 

Howard. 


T>  Y  the  marriage  settlement  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lan^^er 
^^  lowj  executed  in  1818,  certain  funds  were  ve* -«:. 
in  trustees,  for  their  benefit  for  their  livesp  and  afi 


LANGSLOW  17.  LANGSLOW 

March  6,  8. 

A  t4:stator  had 
a  po^0r  to  ap- 
point a  fund, 
and  hh  son 

grand  son  (B,)   wards,  in  truBt  for  the  children^  grand  children ,  or  oL 

r{^^'^  ^hv  '      issue  of  the  marriage^  to  be  born  before  any  appom 

deed  appointed  ment, 39  Mr*  and  MrSp  Langslow^or  the  survivor,  sho 

he^hy  wiU,  re^  appoint ;  and  for  want  of  i;uch  appointment^  upon  t^i"^t_ist 

citing  that  the   {q^  ^\\  the  children  of  the  marriage  equally. 
8on  eouLd^  uti-  c?        t        ^ 

der  the  hotch- 
fK)t  clause,  be 
obliged  to 
bring  in  the 
appcjjnted  paiif 
prqceededi 
**  and  then  as 
I  make  no 
further  ap- 
pointment," 
the  whole 
settled  fund 
must  be 
equally  di- 
vided between 
A,  and  B.    He 
made  A.  his 


'er 
IN 


bid 


The  settlement  contained  a  clause,  by   which  ** 
child"  taking  any  part  under  an  appointment,  sho 
share  in  the  unappointed  part^  unless  be  should  bri  mg 
the  sum  appointed  to  him  into  hotchpot^  "with  theol^^^ 

chiidri'ft^^  of  the  nuiniuge.     This  hotchpot  clause  'fv  ^^els, 
therefore,  applicable  only  as  between  the  children. 


There  were  two  children  of  the   marriage,  nam^^^Y 
Robert    William    Langslow    and     William    Langsl^^^^- 
Mrs.   Langslow    died    in    1847,   and    Robert  Will^-^^ 
tee!  "luurned  La^ff^^ow,  the  son,  died  in   1849,  leaving  an  only  s  ^^n> 


out  that  the 
hotchpot 
clause  did  not 
apply.    Held, 
first,  that  the 
will  did  not 
operate  as  an 
appointment. 


the  Plaintiff,  Robert  Langslow. 


of 
in 


Mr.  Langslow,  in  1849  and  1851,  appointed  part- 

the  fund  to  his  son  William.     Mr.  Langslow  died 

1853,  having  made  his  will,  dated  the  28th  Fehruce^^y^ 

and,  secondly,    1850  by  which  he  gave  to  his  son  William  some  poli 
that  no  case  of  -^  ^  '^ 

election  arose. 

Precatory  - 

words  will  not  create  a  case  for  election,  neither  will  the  absence  of  the  executio^-*  ^' 
a  power  upon  an  erroneous  impression,  stated  in  the  will,  that,  by  its  non-execut"*  ^"t 
A.  (a  legatee)  will  divide  the  fund  equally  with  B. 


les 
Jid 


Lanoslow 

V, 
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and  all  other  property  which  he  might  have  at  his  death. 
He  then  proceeded  as  follows : — "  He  will  have  to  bring 
into  hotchpot  that  portion  of  the  fund  settled  on  the 
marriage  of  his  dear  mother^  which  has  already  been  Lanoslow, 
received  by  him,  and  then,  as  I  make  no  further  appoint- 
ntent  under  the  power  for  that  purpose,  the  whole  settled 
fund  will  be  equally  divided  between  him  and  my  little 
grandson,"  meaning  the  Plaintiff. 

The  residue  of  the  trust  fund  consisted  of  2,894Z.  195. 
Consols,  and  the  questions  raised  by  the  special  case 
were : — 

First,  whether  the  will  of  Mr.  Langslow  operated  as 
an  appointment  of  the  2,894/.  195.  Consols  in  favour 
of  the  Plaintiff. 

Secondly,  whether  the  Defendant  William  Langslow 
was  bound  to  elect  to  give  effect  to  the  intention  ex- 
pressed in  the  will,  that  the  whole  fund  should  be  equally 
divided  between  the  Defendant  William  Langslow  and 
the  Plaintiff,  or,  in  default,  renounce  the  benefits  given 
to  him  by  the  will. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Villiers,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
First,  this,  on  the  whole,  is  an  appointment,  direct  or  to 
be  implied,  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  an  object 
of  the  power.  Secondly,  there  is  a  clear  intention  that 
the  Plaintiff  should  take  half  the  trust  fund,  and  the 
Defendant  is  bound  to  give  effect  to  the  testator's  in- 
tention, under  the  doctrine  of  election.  He  must  give 
effect  to  the  whole  of  that  which  is  the  testator's  will, 
or  renounce  the  benefits  intended  for  him. 


They 
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They  cited  Wilson  v.  Piggott  {a) ;  Wombwell  ▼.  Han- 
rott  (6) ;  Foster  v.  Cautleg  (c). 

Mr.  Stallard  for  the  Defendant  William  Langshw. 
The  will  contains  no  appointment;  for  the  testator,  acting 
perhaps  under  a  mistake,  and  after  referring  to  the  former 
appointments,  expressly  says,  *'  I  make  no  further  ap- 
pointment."    Secondly,  there  can  be  no  case   for  an 
election,  where  the  testator  has  not  attempted  to  dispose  ^ 
of  property  not  belonging  to  him.     An  erroneous  re-^^ 
cital   does  not  operate   as   a   bequest;    1  Jarman  oc:^^ 
Wills  (rf) ;  Dashwood  v.  Peyton  (e) ;  and  when  there  i.^ 
no  gift,  there  is  nothing  between  which  you  can  elect 


Mr.  Freeling,  for  trustees. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


I  think  this  was  no  appointment ;  it  is  impossible  to 
say  it  is  an  appointment  where  the  testator  says,  "  I 
make  no  further  appointment."  I  will  consider  the 
other  point. 


March  8.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  disposed  of  the  first  question  at  the  hearing,  and  on 
consideration  I  am  confirmed  in  the  view  I  then  took. 
The  testator,  when  he  made  his  will,  had  already  ap- 
pointed a  portion  of  the  fund  to  William  ;  he  refers  to 
that  circumstance  and  says,  "I  make  no  further  ap- 
pointment." How  can  it  be  contended,  that  this  is  an 
appointment?  It  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  the 
words,  to  shew  that  it  can  neither  be  so,  either  in  form 
or  in  intention.  It  may  be  said,  that  if  he  had  understood 

what 


(«)  2  Ves.jun.  351. 

(6)  14  Ikuv.  1.39. 

(c)  6  De  G.  M.  4  Go;.  55. 


(d)  Chapter  XVIII. 

(e)  18  Ves.  27. 
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what  the  effect  would  be,  he  would  have  made  an  ap- 
pointment, but  that  admits  there  was  no  appointment. 
I  am,  therefore,  confirmed  in  the  opinion  I  formerly 
expressed,  that  this  is  not  an  appointment,  and  the 
remaining  fund  must,  therefore,  go  as  in  default  of 
appointment. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  there  is  a  case  for 
election.  I  was  desirous  to  look  at  the  authorities,  and 
I  have  since  been  referred  to  the  case  of  Blacket  v. 
Lamb  (a),  which  was  decided  by  me,  and  appears  to  me 
to  be  exactly  this  point,  and  decisive  as  to  the  question 
of  election.  The  expression  here  is  this  : — "  he  will  have 
to  bring  into  hotchpot  that  portion  of  the  fund"  already 
received  by  him,  and  then,  as  I  make  no  further  ap- 
pointment, the  whole  will  be  divided  between  him  and 
my  grandson.  This  shews  how  he  expected  and  believed 
the  property  would  go,  but  it  is  no  disposition  of  any 
part  which  creates  the  obligation  to  elect.  It  is  suffi- 
cient to  refer  to  the  marginal  note  of  Blacket  v.  Lamb  (a), 
which  appears  perfectly  correct ;  it  is  this : — "  A  testator 
duly  appointed  a  fund  in  favour  of  objects  of  the  power 
absolutely,  and  he  also  bequeathed  to  them  his  own 
property,  "especially  requesting  them"  to  leave  the 
appointed  fund  to  persons  not  objects  of  the  power. 
Held,  that  this  did  not  raise  a  case  for  election.  Held, 
also,  that  the  result  would  have  been  different,  if  there 
had  been  a  direct  appointment  of  the  subject  of  the 
power  to  strangers."  There  it  was  held,  that  a  mere 
desire,  expectation  or  wish,  did  not  create  any  case  of 
election. 

This  case  cannot,  I  think,  be  put  higher  ;•  and  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion,  that  this  special  case  must  be 
answered  by  stating,  that  there  is  no  appointment  by 
this  will,  and  no  case  for  election. 

(a)  14  B<av.  482. 


1856- 


i 


JOHNSTON  r.  ANTROBUS. 

March  8. 

it^tattix  T^UE  testatrix  bequeathed  to  her  '*  nephew  Jamt^s 

lequeathed  a  -*-      Ckarlfg  Johnston,  his   executors,  admifiistmtofs 

legacy  to  A.,  *  *        *  ^ 

hb  executors,  auo  a ti signs**  (subject  ta  the  payraent  tbereout  of  one- 


ca^e  he  sliould 
die  lentritig 
lawful  issue/' 
she  becjeathed 
it  to  A/a  chil* 
dren.  A*  sur- 
vived the  Ce^ 
talHx.  Held, 
tJbat^   took 

onlj. 

Ocque$t  of 
a  quarler  of  a 
ri>«idue  tf>  A,i 
and,  on  hU 
dc^dth,  tQ  his 


fifth  of  her  debts)  3,000/.  Consols,  and  all  her  Bf^^^ 
India  Stock;  '*but  in  case  he  shall  die,  leaving  fjiwfVjl 
isisue,"  then  she  bequeathed  the  same  to  truatees  c^  ^ 
trusts  fur  the  "children"  of  James  Charles  Johrtsto^''^* 
who,  being  a  sonj  should  attain  twenty-one,  or  die  unde^^ 
that   age,  leaving  issue   at   his   decease,   or,    bcina:  ^^ 


daughter,  should   attain 
between  them. 


that 


age,  or  marry,  eqim 


,*j 


The  testatrix  then  gare  her  residuary  personal  estate 
to  the  same  trustees,  "upon  trust,  to  divide  the  some 
children*  but  if  ^j^^q  f^^m-  equal  parts,  and  to  pay  one  sucli  equal  fourth 
be  should  die  ,  i  mi  ^t         j   i 

wjthtnit  leav-     part    unto    her   nephew    Thomas    Glen  JahnMton,  his 

lug  hw  u]         executors,  administrators  or  assiEns,  and  one  other  such  M^  -^ 
]88ue  as  afore-  '  C3      »  ^  , 

aaid,  then  to      equal   fourth  part  to  her  nephew  Henry  Johnston^  hk^^^^^ 

other  persons     executors,    administrators    or   assigns,   and    one   others  ^^^ef 

and  to  the  re-    g^ch  equal  fourth  part  to  her  niece  Georgiana  Johnston,^  ^^  **' 
spective  issue     ,  i     .    .  .  it. 

of  such  of         her  executors,  admmistrators  or  assigns,  and  the  other* 

them  as  should  remaining:  equal  fourth  part  to  her  niece  Lilias  HarrieC% 

die  leaving  =>     ^  r 

issue,  such        Johnston,  her  executors,  administrators  or  assigns.    But^  ^-^  "^ 

iruended"to  '^  ^^^®  ^"y  ^^^  ^^  more  of  my  said  four  nephews  andfc^^^^" 

take  the  share  nieces  shall  die  leaving  lawjul  issue, ^'  then  she  bequeathe(fc>^^^" 

parent  would  ^'^  ^^  ^^^  share   on   trust   for   the   children  of  sucliJ-:^:^^" 

have  taken  if  nephews  and    nieces    respectively,    who,   being  sons  ^  ^^*> 


shoulc^X  m\( 


died  in  the 

lifetime  of  the  ^ 

testatrix  without  having  been  married.     B.  survived  and  had  children.     Held,  tha^  ^-««t 

there  was  no  lapse,  but  that  one  quarter  of  A»%  share  passed  to    B.,  who  took  r         -  '^ 

absolutely. 
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Bhould  attain  twenty-one^  or  die  under  that  age  leaving 
issue  living  at  their  deceases^  or,  being  daughters, 
should  attain  that  age  or  marry  (the  respective  issue  of 
my  said  nephews  and  nieces,  if  more  than  one  of  them 
shall  so  die  leaving  issue,  being  to  take  his,  her  or  their 
deceased  parent's  share  only).  Provided  always,  **  that 
in  case  any  of  them,  the  said  Thomas  Glen,  Henry, 
Georgicuia  and  Lilias  Harriet  Johnston,  shall  die  with- 
out  leaving  lawful  issue  as  aforesaid,  then  that  the  share 
and  shares  of  him,  her  or  them  respectively  so  dying, 
in  the  said  trust  monies,  shall  go  and  be  paid  to  the 
others  or  other  of  them  my  said  nephews  and  nieces, 
and  to  my  said  nephew  James  Charles  Johnston,  and  to 
the  issue  or  respective  issue  of  such  one  or  more  of  my 
said  nephews  and  nieces  (including  the  said  James 
Charles  Johnston),  as  shall  or  may  die  leaving  lawful 
issue,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  such  issue  or 
respective  issue,  if  more  than  one,  of  my  said  nephews 
and  nieces,  including  the  said  James  Charles  Johnston, 
as  shall  die  leaving  issue  being  intended  to  take  the  share 
or  respective  shares  only  which  his,  her  or  their  parent, 
or  respective  parents,  would  have  taken  if- living." 
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Johnston 

V. 

Aktrobus. 


The  nephew,  Henry  Johnston,  died  in  1850,  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  without  ever  having  been 
married. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1864. 

James  Charles  Johnston  had  several  children,  some 
born  in  the  life  of  the  testatrix. 

This  suit  was  instituted  by  Thomas,  Georgiana  and 
Lilias  Harriet,  for  the  administration  of  the  estate,  and 
to  have  the  rights  of  the  parties  declared. 


Mr. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


Johnston 

V. 


Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  the  Plaintiff.  Gw 
V.  The  Corporation  of  Manchester  (a)  i  Clayton  ?. 
Lowe  (b) ;   Woodburne  v.  Woodburne  (c) ;  2  Jarman  on 


Antrobus.     Wills  (2nd  ed.)  (d). 


Mr.  i2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Dry  den,  for  James  Charles 
Johnston. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  Curry,  for  the 
other  parties. 

Tii^  Master  o/*  Me  Rolls. 

The  Consols  and  JESo^^  //icfta  Stock  are  given  to 
James  Charles  Johnstone,  his  executors^  &c.,  "  but  i^ 
case  he  shall  die^  leaving  lawful  issue/'  then  in  trust  fo^ 
his  children.     I  should  be  striking  out  the  latter  wor^* 
from  the  will  if  I  were  to  hold  that  he  took  an  absolu'*^ 
interest  in  them.  Such  a  construction  has  been  suggest^^^ 
in  all  similar  cases.     I  considered  the  case  in  Edwar^^^ 
V.  Edwards  (e),  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  tl    ^^ 
period  referred  to  was  not  the  death  of  the  testator,  b^    ^ 
had  reference  to  the  death  of  the  first  taker,  which  cu  -^^ 
down  the  absolute  interest  first  given  to  an  estate  fS"^"^*" 
life. 

The  case  of  the  residue  is  different :  one  quarter  "  '^ 
given  to  Henry ^  but  in  case  he  shall  die  leaving  lawH^  "*»"* 
issue,  then  in  trust  for  his  children ;  but  in  case  he  shoiEi-^W 
die  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  then  over  to  the  otb^^ber 
nephews  and  nieces,  and  to  the  respective  issue  of  su^ci— ich 
of  them  as  shall  die  leaving  lawful  issue.     Provisi^^   on, 

therefoie==3re, 

(o)  17  Q.  B.  737.  {e)  15  Beav.  357,  and  see  A       j^* 

(6)  5  K  4-  Aid.  636.  v.  Farthing,  2  Jarman  on  V^^'u^ 

(f)  23  L.  J.  (CA.)  336.  (Ist  ed.)  688,  and  (2nd  cd.)  ^^9. 
(d)  Page  652. 


/ 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


569 


therefore^  is  made  for  both  events.  I  think  there  was 
no  lapse,  and  that  James  Charles  Johnston  must  take  an 
absolute  interest  in  Henry's  share,  because  the  children 
were  only  to  take  such  share  as  their  parents  would 
have  taken  if  living  at  the  time  of  distribution,  which, 
as  to  this  share,  was  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  con- 
sequently James  Charles  Johnston  will  take  one- fourth 
of  the  share  intended  for  Henry ^  by  reason  of  his  death 
unmarried. 


1856. 
Johnston 

V. 

Aktrobus. 


Declare,  therefore,  that  James  Charles  Johnston  takes 
a  life  interest  in  the  Consols  and  East  India  Stock,  and 
an  absolute  interest  in  the  share  of  Henry  Johnston's 
one-fourth  part  of  the  residue. 


MESSER  V.  BOYLE. 

T\ADSWELL  mortgaged  some  real  estate  to  the 
Defendant  Boyle.  The  Plaintiff  afterwards,  in 
Aprils  1854,  obtained  a  judgment  against  Dadswell, 
who  subsequently  further  charged  the  property  to  Boyle, 
who  had  notice  of  the  judgment.  So  that,  in  effect, 
Boyle  had  two  mortgages  on  the  property,  and  the 
Plaintiff's  judgment  intervened  between  them.  There 
were  other  judgments. 

This  was  a  suit  for  redemption  and  foreclosure. 


March  10. 

A  judgment 
creditor,  rank- 
ing after  a 
first  mortgagee, 
but  prior  in 
date  to  a 
further  charge 
and  to  other 
judgments, 
held  entitled  to 
a  foreclosure, 
although  all 
the  other  par- 
ties insisted 
on  a  sale. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Batten,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
asked  for  a  decree  for  foreclosure  and  redemption.  They 
cited  Jones  v.  Bailey  (a). 

Mr. 


(a)  17  Beao.  582,  and  see  Cox 
^.   Took,   20   Ban.   145,    and 


Footner  ▼.  Sturgit,  5   Dt  G.  i 
Sm.  736,  and  2  Spence't  Eg.  791. 


VOL.  XXI. 


O  O 
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Mr.  Folleit  and  Mr,  J)e  Gex^  for  the  first  mortga 
asked  that  there  might  be  a  sale  under  the  Stat  1 
17  VicL  c.  86,  s*  48,  lasisting  that  such  was  the  pn 
decree. 

Mr.  Fane^  for  the  mortgagor,  and 


Mn  Erskinef   for  a  subsequent  judgment  cre^pf,^^ 
supported  the  same  view.  * 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  the  Plafoirif 
was  en  til  led  to  a  decree  for  fopeclosure. 


March  U. 

gave  aTiTiuities 
to  tlie  Pluin- 
tiSkf  tii\d  ap- 
pointed three 
executors,  one 
of  whom 
(A.  B.)  was 
the  residuary 
legatee.     No 
fund  was  set 


T 


EGBERT  V.  BUTTER 
HE  testator  died  in  1836.     By  his  will  he  devised 


his  Barhigh  estate  to  Butter^  Richard  Hart  and 
Oxenlmmj  their  heirs  and  assigns,  "upon  trust,  to  per- 
mit  and  suffer  hi-i  nephew^  WaTukk  Hunt,  to  receive 
and  take  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof,  for  and 
during  the  term  of  his  natural  life."  And  after  the 
determination  of  that  estate  in  his  lifetime,  "then  to  the 
apart  to  answer  use  and  behoof"  of  the  same  trustees  and  their  heirs 
buti4.  B.  was  during  his  life,  in  trust,  to  support  contingent  uses, 
**  and  for  that  purpose  to  make  entries,"  ^c.  Yet  never- 
theless to  permit  him  to  receive  the  rents  during  bis  life, 
and  **  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  1^0^- 
wasied,  though  wick  Hunt^  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  George  Warwick 
annuTtts  fo^      ^^g^tus  Hunt''   (his  eldest  son)  in   tail,  with  divers 


permitted  by 
his  co-execu- 
tors to  receive 
the  assets, 
which  he 


He   made  other  devises  and  dispo- 

5ome  annuities  to  the  Plaintiffs,  (h>s 

servants,)  and  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate 


eighteen  years,  remamders  over. 

at  the  end  of        ,  .  ,  .  .  i      t^i   •     -/r    /i,;^ 

which  he  be-     sitions,  and  gave  some  annuities  to  the  Plamtms,  (n«s 


to 


came  m- 

Bolvent. 

Held,  that  the 

co-executors  were  liable  to  the  Plaintiffs  for  A,  B  's  receipts. 

A  testator  devised  a  real  estate  to  ^4.  h.  for  life,  in  terms  which  gave  him  tbele^ 
estate,  and  he  bequeathed  to  him  his  personal  estate,  subject  to  some  annuiOM 
bequeathed  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  appointed  him  an  executor.  A,  B.  wasted  the  ass^^ 
Held,  that  bis  life  estate  in  the  realty  was  not  liable  to  make  good  the  annuities. 
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to  Warwick  Hunt  absolutely^  subject,  as  to  his  personal 
estate,  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  annuities.  He 
appointed  Butter ^  Oxen/iam  and  Warwick  Hunt  execu- 
tors. The  will  contained  an  indemnity  clause,  declar- 
ing the  trustees  should  not  be  answerable  for  more  of 
the  trust  estate  '^  than  should  actually  come  to  his  or 
their  respective  hands." 

The  will  was  proved  by  the  three  executors.  Warwick 
Hunt  was  allowed  by  his  co-executors  to  possess  him- 
self of  the  whole  personal  estate,  without  making  any 
provision  for  the  Plaintiffs'  annuities.  He  appropriated 
the  same  to  his  own  use,  and  became  insolvent :  he  had, 
however,  paid  the  annuities  until  lately.  The  Plaintiffs, 
the  annuitants,  by  their  bill,  alleged  that  Warwick  Hunt 
had  been  allowed  by  his  co-executors  to  receive  the  per- 
sonal estate,  upon  his  parol  undertaking  to  pay  their 
annuities  out  of  the  Burleigh  estate^  and  that  they  had 
been  paid  accordingly.  This  was  sworn  to  by  Warwick 
Hunt  himself,  but  was  denied  by  his  co-executors. 

In  1864,  Warwick  Hunt  made  an  equitable  mort- 
gage of  the  Burleigh  estate,  which  was  now  vested  in 
the  Defendant  Shipton. 

The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  the  personal  estate,  and 
sought  to  make  Butter  and  Oxenham  liable  for  the 
receipts  of  Warwick  Hunt,  and  also  for  a  declaration 
that  the  life  interest  of  Warwick  Hunt  in  the  Burleigh 
estate  was  liable  for  the  annuities. 

Mr.  a.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  life  estate  of  Warwick  Hunt  is  liable  to  make  good 
the  annuities,  both  on  the  ground  of  contract  and  on 
general  principles.  The  contract  is  proved,  and  was 
part  performed  by  payment  of  the  annuities  under  it. 
o  o  2  In 
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1866.  In  Woodyatt  v.  Gresleyda),  it  was  held,  that  the  inte- 
rest which  a  party  takes  under  a  settlement  is  liable  to 
make  good  any  breach  of  trust  or  other  liability  which 
he  may  have  incurred  under  it.  Here  the  life  estate  is 
equally  liable.  So  in  Morris  v.  Livie  (6),  it  was  held, 
that ''  if  an  executor  assigns  his  reversionary  legacy,  the 
assignee  takes  it,  subject  to  the  equities  which  attached 
to  the  executor,  and  therefore,  if  the  latter,  though 
subsequently  to  the  assignment,  wastes  the  testator's 
assets,  the  assignee  cannot  receive  the  legacy  till  satis- 
faction has  been  made  for  the  breach  of  trust."  Both 
as  executor  and  devisee,  therefore,  his  life  interest, 
which  is  equitable,  is  liable  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

Secondly,  the  Plaintiffs'  rights  have  priority  o?er 
ShiptorCs  equitable  mortgage.  The  life  estate  is  equit- 
able, and,  as  between  equities,  priority  in  time  prevails; 
Priddy  v.  Rose  (c).  Thirdly,  Butter  and  Oxenham,  who 
have  allowed  their  co-executor  to  receive  and  misapply 
the  assets,  without  making  provision  for  the  Plaintiffs 
annuities,  are  personally  responsible;  Styles  v.  Guy[d)' 

Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  F.  White,  for  Butter  and  Oxenr 
ham.  These  Defendants  are  only  liable  for  what  they 
have  received,  for  executors  are  not  answerable  for 
each  other.  Besides,  this  will  contains  an  express  in- 
demnity clause,  applicable  to  the  very  case,  and,  by  the 
terms  of  the  will,  Warwick  Hunt  was  himself  to  pay 
the  annuities. 

Mr.  Jessellt  for  Shipton.  No  contract  to  charge  the 
real  estate  is  proved;  it  is  alleged  by  one  executor, 
and  denied  by  the  other.   It  is  void  under  the  Statute  of 

Frauds, 

(a)  8  Sim,  180.  (d)  1  Mac.  ^  Gor,  422,  a"*^ 

(6)  1  You.  4-  Coll.  (C.  C.)  380.      1  Hall  ^  Ttoeiis,  523. 
(c)  3  Mer.  86. 
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Frauds,  there  being  an  absence  of  any  written  agree- 
menty  and  the  payment  of  the  annuities  is  no  part  pre- 
formancey  for  that  act  is  referable  to  Hunt's  character  of 
executor;  JBrennan  y.  Bolton  (a).  Secondly,  the  life 
estate  is  legal,  and  not  equitable,  and  therefore  the  cases 
do  not  apply. 
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Egbert 

V. 
BUTTBR. 


Mr.  Osborne,  for  Sturgis,  the  assignee  of  Warwick 
Hunt. 

Mr.  Mowcliffe,  for  Hunt. 

Mr.  i2.  Palmer,  in  reply,  insisted  that  there  had  been 
a  part  performance  by  payment,  under  the  agreement. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  concur  in  the  principle  of  the  case  in  Drury  and 
Warren,  and  think  that  the  parol  agreement  was  not 
binding  on  the  mortgagee,  and  I  must  dismiss  the  bill 
as  against  him,  with  costs. 

I  also  concur  in  this,  that  Wartoick  Hunt  took  a 
legal  estate  for  life,  and  the  authorities  cited  do  not, 
therefore,  apply  to  a  case  of  this  description. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  as  to  the  Plaintiffs* 
rights  as  against  the  other  executors,  and  I  think  I  must 
declare  that  they  are,  as  regards  the  Plaintiffs,  liable  for 
Hunt's  receipts. 

(a)  2  Dr.  if  War.  349. 


Decree. 

Butter  and  OxenAam,  admitting  that  tbe  personal  estate  was  suf- 
ficient to  pay  tbe  annuities  to  the  Plaiiitifis,  declare  they  arc  personally 
liable  to  pay  the  arrears  and  growing  payments  thereof. 
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March  10, 11,  DE  TRAFFORD  i;.  TEMPEST. 

12,  13. 
Distinction  be-  T^HE  testator  gave  to  his  widow  certain  chattel^! 

nl^^int  " ^^^^^  ^^  *^®  ^'™®  ^^  ^^^  decease  might  happen 

ticular  residue,  to  be  at  or  in  or  about  bis  capital  mansion,  messuage   ^t 

bequeath^r     dwelling-house,  at  Trafford  Park." 

particular 

chattels  at  his         tt        i  t     %  i     i        i  •  o-     »~r        i 

residence  to  A,,      He  subsequently  bequeathed  to  his  son,  oir  Jluniphr'^et/ 

and  his  chattels  j^  Trafford,  all  his  household  and  other  furniture,  fa  <., 
there  "not  0/        »  '        ^  f 

thereinbefore  plate,  &c.,  and  chattels,  "not  thereinbefore  others*''  sse 

posedor'to'  disposed  of  (except  moneys  and  securities  for  mon^y) 

jB.,  and  his  which  at  the  time  of  his  decease  might  happen  to  be    st, 

to  C.    The  ^^  or  about  his  said  capital  mansion,  messuage  or  dw  ^1- 

gft  to  A.  ing-house  at  Trafford  Park." 

death  in  the 

testator's  life-        The  testator  afterwards  bequeathed  his  residuary  est^^t-c 

time.     Held,      ^       ., 

that  the  chat-  to  other  persons. 

tels  bequeathed 

to  A.  passed         j^^  testator's  wife  died  in  his  lifetime,  and  one  qui^s- 
to  15. f  as  part  '  ■  , 

of  a  particular   tion  was,  whether  the  chattels  given  to  the  testator  "^^ 

no"  to\\  "as     wife,  the  bequest  of  which  had  lapsed,  passed  to  the  ^  ^^ 

part  of  the        or  the  residuary  legatees, 
eeneral  resi* 


due. 


Mr.  Follett  and  Air.  Amphlett,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  Mr.  C.  Hall,  Mr.  Rasch,  Mr.  Lewin,    ^^nd 
Mr.  Little,  for  the  Defendants. 

Easum  v.  Appleford  (a) ;  Malcolm  v.  Taylor  (b) ;  Le'^^^ 
V.  Robinson  (c),  were  cited. 

(a)  5  MyL  ^  C.  56.  (f)  2  Merivale,  392,  393. 

(b)  2  Riu.  4-  M.  416. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1866. 


I  think  that  this  is  a  particular  residue  of  all  the  De  Trafford 
battels  at  Trafford  Hall  not  otherwise  sufficiently  dis-  Tempest. 
osed  of,  and  that  the  gift  to  the  testator's  wife  having 
ipsed  by  her  predeceasing  him^  the  whole  of  the  chat- 
jIs  at  Trafford  Hall,  which  were  given  to  her,  fell  into 
lat  particular  residue,  and  passed  to  the  son,  and  do 
ot  fall  into  the  general  residue. 


In  re  DENDY. 

Marth  13. 

T^HE  usual  order  was  made,  on  the  application  of  a  An  order  was 
^     client,  for  the  delivery  by  his  solicitor  of  his  bill  of  I^Hchorfor* 

osts  within  fourteen  days,  and  for  its  taxation.  the  delivery  of 

^  his  bill  within 

fourteen  days. 
The  time  allowed  elapsed,  and  the  bill  not  having  Hewasun- 
1  ••  11,.  1    <.        .  ,  able  to  com- 

«en  delivered,  the  client  now  moved  for  the  second  ply,  and  on  a 

.rder  against  the  solicitor.  '"°^<*?  ^^^^® 

o  second  order, 

he  asked  for 
The  solicitor  said  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  comply  j^  ^„  -1^^^^ 
^ith  the  exigency  of  the  order,  and  he  required  more  ^"*  he  was  cr- 
ime for  the  delivery  of  the  bill.  This  was  not  contested,  ihe  costs  of  the 
>ut  the  question  arose  whether  he  was  not  bound  to  pay  n*®^®"- 
he  costs  of  this  application. 

Mr.  i2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  RenshaWj  in  support  of  the 
Qotion,  relied  on  In  re  Bainbrigge  (a). 

Mr. 

(a)  13  Bern,  108  and  14  Beov.      33;  and  In  re  Chrutmui^  ibid. 
45;  and  see    Re   Dufaur,   16      519. 
ieoo.  113;  Re  Minter,  19  Beav. 
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Mr.  Jessel,  contrct.  First.  Costs  are  never  given  on 
orders  like  the  present.  Secondly.  It  having  been 
proved  to  be  impossible  for  the  solicitor  to  comply  with 
the  exigency  of  the  first  order,  the  Court  will  make  no 
further  order,  as  was  the  case  In  re  Ker  (a). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  solicitor  must  pay  the  costs.  I  cannot 
tell  whether  he  can  or  not  make  out  his  bill  of  costs 
until  he  has  tried,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  every  solicitor  to 
have  his  books  and  accounts  ready.  I  treat  him  in  the 
same  situation  as  a  person  asking  an  indulgence,  and 
for  an  extension  of  the  time  fixed  by  the  rules  of  the 
Court 

I  give  him  further  time,  but  he  must  pay  the  costs  of 
the  application. 

(a)  12  Beav.  390. 
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CAMPBELL  V.  INGILBY. 

Mar.  5,  6,  24. 

A  N  estate,  called  "  Hie  Kettlethorpe  estate,"  was,  by  in  the  case  of 

-^    a  deed  dated  in  1795,  limited  to  Sir  WiUiam  »«™«?e  ~n- 

tracts.  It  18  im- 
Ingilby  for  life^  remainder  to  bis  first  and  other  sons  in  possible  to  set 

tail,  remainder  successively  to  each  of  his  sisters,  Eliza-  ^fteMhe  mar- 

beth^  Augusta^  Diana  and  others,  for  life,  with  remain-  "age,  on  the 

ders  successively  to  their  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  ^ureofa 

general.  pecuniary  con- 

^  sideration  on 

one  side. 
Another  estate,  called  "The  Harrington  Estate,"  was,      A  settle- 
by  the  will  of  Mrs.  Buckworthj  dated  in  1808,  devised  during  a  lady's 

to  Augusta  Ingilby  and  her  heirs,  provided,  that  in  case  infancy  held 

•^  ^      **  .  .  inoperative  as 

she  should,  at  any  time  during  her  life,  become  entitled  regarded  her 

in  possession  to  the  Kettlethorpe  estates,  under  the  set-  ^^S^and  her 

tlement  of  1795,  then  and  from  thenceforth  the  testatrix  heirs  were  held 

devised  the  Harrington  estates  to  Diana  Ingilby  zxiA  elect  either 

her  heirs.  ^  give  effect  to 

the  settlement 
as  to  the  real 

On  the  18th  of  April,  1811,  Diana  Ingilby  married  ^^^^fij|^ 

the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Campbell.  personal  estate 

Previous  conferred  on 
her  by  the 
settlement 

On  the  marriage  of  a  lady,  her  brother  and  heir  presumptive  became  a  trustee  of 
her  real  estate.  He  afterwards  purported  to  convey  it  to  new  trustees,  and  he  also 
executed  a  deed  reciting  that  she  was  of  age  on  her  marriage.  On  her  death,  it 
turned  out  that,  under  a  common  mistake,  she  was  an  infant  at  her  marriage,  and  that 
her  settlement  was  inoperative  as  to  her  real  estate,  which  descended  on  the  brother 
as  her  heir.  Held,  that  the  brother  was  not  bound,  by  his  acts,  to  give  effect  to  the 
settlement. 

On  their  marrii^e,  a  lady  and  her  husband  covenanted  to  settle  her  real  estate,  on 
trusts,  under  whicn  the  husband  was  to  have  a  life  estate  therein,  and  the  wife 
obtained  benefits  in  her  personalty  which  she  would  not  have  been  otherwise  entitled 
to,  and  had  a  power  to  appoint  a  fund  by  will.  She  appointed  it  to  strangers,  and  on 
her  death  the  settlement  turned  out  to  be  inoperative  as  to  her  real  estate,  she  having 
been  an  infant  when  she  executed  it.  The  husband  lost  his  life  estate  in  it  Held,  that 
the  appointees  were  not  volunteers  but  purchasers  under  the  wife,  and  that  the  husband 
was  not  entitled  to  compensation,  out  of  the  wife's  personal  estate  included  in  the  set- 
tlement, for  the  loss  of  his  life  estate  in  the  wife's  realty. 
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Caiipaell 


Previous  thereto,  by  articles  dated  17th  April,  1811, 
and  made  between  William  Campbell  (the  father  of  the 
PlaintifF)  of  the  first  part,  the  Plaintiff,  his  eldest  son, 
of  the  second  part,  Diana  Ingilby^  of  the  third  part,  and 
Sir  William  Ingilbtj  and  his  father  of  tlje  fourth  part, 
after  reciting  that,  under  the  settlement  of  1796,  Diana 
Imjilby  wae  entitled  to  a  hfe  or  some  other  estate  in  the 
Kettlethorpe  estate,  and   that  under  the  will  of  Mrs* 
Duckworth  she  was  entitled  to  an  estate  for  life  or  some 
other  estate  in  the  Harrington  estate,  and  possess^  of 
a  Bum  of  4,000/<j  and  that,  under  the  same  will,  she  wss 
entitled  to  one- third  of  some  money  in  the  funds,  Mr, 
Campbell  and  Diana  Ingilbg  covenanted  with  Sir  111/- 
liam  Ingilby  and  his  father,  as  soon  as  might  be  after 
the  marriagfe,  to  convey  to  them  all  the  premises  am 
money  of  Diana  Ingilby,  to  be  hekl^  as  to  the  4fiOOL 
for  the  separate   use   of  Diana  Ingilby  for  life,  wit' 
remainder  absolutely  to  her  husband ;   and   as  to  th» 
other  real  and  personal  estate,  for  Mr.  Campbell  h  * 
Hfe^  with  remainder  to  Difuia  fttr  llft^,  with  remtjinder  t»- 
the  children  of  the  marriage,  except  the  eldest,  witP 
remainder,  in  default  of  such  issue,  as  to  the  heredi 
ments,  in  trust  for  the  heirs  of  Diana,  and  as  to  th 
stock,  for  Diana  if  she  should  survive  the  Plaintiff*,  bi 
if  not,  then  as  she  should  by  will  appoint,  and  in  defaur 
of  appointment,  to  her  next  of  kin.     And  the  Plainli 
covenanted,  that  any  future  property  coming  to  Dian 
should  be  settled  on  the  same  trusts ;  and  the  Plaintiff^ 
father  covenanted  with  the  trustees  to  grant  to  Diai 
a  rent  charge  of  200/.  for  life,  charged  on  his  Fairfiei 
estate,  to  take  effect  on  the  decease  of  the  Plaintiff! 


h 
me 

ih 


At  the  time  of  the  marriage  of  Diana  Ingitby,  it  wi 
taken  for  granted  that  she  was  of  age,  but  it  turned  oi 
that,  having  been  born  in  September,  1790,  she  want 
a  few  months  of  twenty-one  years  of  age.     She  wi 

therefo- 


Campbell 
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therefore  an  infant,  and  her  contracts  invalid.     No  set-        1866. 
tiement  was  executed  after  the  marriage,  but  Sir  W. 
Ingilby  had  been  party  to  a  subsequent  deed,  which 
recited  that  Diana  had  attained  twenty-one  before  her      Inoxlby. 
marriage,  and  by  another  he  had  conveyed  the  trust 
estates  to  new  trustees. 

Diana  Campbell,  during  her  life,  received  the  interest 
of  the  4,000/.  She  had  issue,  an  only  son,  who  died  in 
1835,  without  issue,  at  the  age  of  twenty-three.  There 
were,  therefore,  no  younger  children  of  the  marriage. 

On  the  17th  of  April,  1885,  Mrs.  Campbell  made  her 
will,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  power  reserved  to  her  by 
the  articles,  appointed  the  stock,  not  to  her  husband, 
but  to  other  persons.  She  died  in  1841,  leaving  Sir 
William  Ingilby  her  heir  at  law. 

Sir  William  Ingilby  by  his  will,  dated  in  1851,  de-> 
vised  all  his  real  estates  to  the  Defendants  on  trust,  and 
he  died  on  the  14th  of  May,  1854,  without  issue.  His 
sister,  Elizabeth  Ingilby,  died  on  the  15th  of  June, 
1854,  without  having  been  married,  and  thereupon 
Augusta  Ingilby  became  entitled  in  possession  to  the 
Keitlethorpe  estates,  upon  which  event  happening,  the 
Harrington  estates  became  subject  to  the  executory 
devise  in  favour  of  Mrs.  Campbell  and  her  heirs. 

In  this  state  of  things,  the  devisees  of  Sir  W.  /n- 
gilby  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  Harrington  estates, 
freed  from  any  life  estate  therein  of  the  Plaintiff,  Mr. 
Campbell.  The  grounds  on  which  they  based  their  claim 
were  these : — that  the  articles  of  1811,  having  been  made 
during  the  infancy  of  Mrs.  Campbell,  were  not  binding 
on  her,  nothing  having  been  afterwards  done,  as  by  fine, 
&c.,  to  give  them  validity.  That,  therefore,  her  interest 
in  the  Harrington  estate,  under  the  executory  devise, 
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passed,  upon  her  deaths  in  1837,  to  Sir  William  Ingiihy^ 
her  heir,  and  that  it  afterwards  passed,  under  hia  will, 
to  the  Defendants,  though  the  estate  did  not  fall  into 
possession  until  June^  1864. 


The  Plaintiff,  however,  insisted  that  he  was  entitled 
to  a  life  interest  in  the  Marrington  estate  by  virtue  of 
the  nigtriage  articles. 

Mr.  R.  Pahur  and  Mi%  W.  D.  Lewu,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, Mr.  Campbell 


Assuming  the   settlement  to   have  been  ineffectual 
as  to  the  real  estate,  by  reason  of  the  infancy  of  Mrs, 
Campbell  at  the  date  of  its  execution^  still  she  subse- 
quently adopted    and  confirmed  it,   by   accepting  th 
benefits  under  it  during  her  life,  and  by  the  executicw 
of  the  power  of  appointment  resenred  by  it  to  her^ 
She  was  bound,  afler  attaining  twenty- one,  to  elect 
take  either    under  or   against   the  settlement,  and  tacr:! 

affirm  or  repudiate  it  in  toto;  Milner  v.  Lord  Hare 

wood  {a).     It  was  to  her  interest  to  take  under  the  set 

tlement,  and  having  regard  to  her  acts  after  attainin: 
twenty-one,  she  must  be  taken  to  have  done  so ;  Arde — 
soife  v.  Bennet  (b) ;  Dillon   v.  Parker  (c) ;    Stratforcm^^ 
y.    Powell  (rf)  ;     Worthingion    v.    Wiginton  (e)  ;    The^3^ 

Earl  of  Darlington  v.  Pulteney  (/);  Edwards  v.  Mor 

gan  (g) ;  Robinson  v.  Wheelwright  (A) ;  Dyne  v.  Cost 
badie  (t) ;  1  Roper  on  Husband  and  Wife,  2nd  ed.  (k). 


n 


ae 


Secondly,  Sir   William  Ingilby  and   those  claiming 

undec 


(a)  18  Ves,  276,  277. 
{b)  Dick,  463. 
(c)  1  Swan.  359. 
{d)  1  Ball  4-  B,  24. 
{€)  20  Beav.  67. 


(/)  3  Ves.jun,  384. 
ig)  M'CL  4  r.  258. 
(A)  21  Beao,  214. 
(*)  17  Beav.  140. 
(k)  Page  566. 
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under  hiai  are  estopped^  by  his  having,  while  heir  1856. 
presumptive,  been  a  party  to  and  executed  the  settle- 
ment itself,  by  his  subsequent  conveyance  of  the  real 
estate  to  new  trustees,  and  by  the  recitals  contained  in 
another  deed.  He  is  bound  at  law  by  the  doctrine  of 
estoppel ;  Doe  v.  Oliver  (a) ;  and  he  is  equally  bound 
in  equity  by  the  trusts  of  the  settlement.  He  accepted 
the  office  of  trustee  under  a  deed  entered  into  for  valu- 
able consideration,  which  stated  an  agreement  to  settle 
the  wife's  real  and  personal  estate,  and  contained  a 
covenant  to  settle  it,  and  he  afterwards  took  on  himself 
to  convey  those  estates.  At  law,  therefore,  he  is  bound 
by  estoppel,  and  in  equity  he  cannot  repudiate  the  trust 
which  by  the  deed  he  has  accepted. 

Thirdly,  all  parties  to  the  deed  are  bound  to  make 
good  the  representations  on  which  the  contract  was 
founded.  The  Plaintiff  contracted  the  marriage,  and 
both  he  and  his  father  entered  into  engagements  on  the 
faith  of  the  validity  of  the  settlement.  They  proceeded 
on  the  representations  and  on  the  general  understanding 
and  belief  that  Mrs.  Campbell  was  of  age ;  Sir  William 
was  a  party  to  this  arrangement,  and  he  cannot  be  al- 
lowed to  disappoint  the  Plaintiff  and  defeat  the  settle- 
ment. He  and  his  representatives  must  make  good  the 
representation,  the  belief  of  which  was  the  foundation 
of  the  contract,  even  though  no  intentional  deception  was 
practised.  Knowing,  as  he  must  have  done,  that  his 
sister  was  under  age,  it  was  the  duty  of  Sir  W.  Ingilby 
to  have  stated  that  fact.  In  cases  of  misrepresenta- 
tion and  fraud,  even  infants  and  married  women  are 
bound.  Thus,  in  Cory  v.  Gertcken  (6),  an  infant  con- 
cealing his  infancy  obtained  payment  from  the  trustees, 
it  was  held,  that  "  the  concealment  of  his  infancy,  under 

such 

(a)  2  SmUh,  L.  Cat.  417.  (6)  2  Madd.  40. 


tuch  cireumstaDces,  certainly  was  a  fraud  and  pre- 
cluded him  or  his  assignees  (who  stood  precisely  in  his 
situation)  from  calliiig  for  a  repayment"  after  he  catne  of 
age.  III  Van^han  v,  Vand^stegen  (a),  a  married  woman 
borrowed  money,  frauditlently  representing  herself  to  be 
single.  It  was  held  that  her  appoint<?d  estate  was  hable 
for  the  consequences*  In  Bulkier  v>  WUford  {b}  the 
solicitor^  who  was  also  the  heir  at  law  of  a  testator, 
advised  the  Je vying  of  a  fine  which  revoked  the  will, 
and  then  claimed  the  estate;  but  he  was  held  to  be  a 
trustee  for  the  devisee. 


Fourthly,  the  settlement  is  either  good  or  bad;  if  the 
real  estates  are  not  bound,  the  consideration,  as  regards 
the  Plaintifi,  fails,  and  the  settlement  is  void  in  toio. 
The  Plaintiff  and  his  father  cannot  be  held  bound  by 
the  settlement,  if  it  be  not  binding  on  all  the  parties  to 
itj  and  the  personal  estate,  to  which  the  Plaintiff  would 
be  entitled  in  the  absence  of  the  settlement,  ought  not  to 
be  taken  away  from  him,  without  recouping  him  for  the 
loss  of  the  real  estate  for  which  he  has  contracted,  that 
is  without  giving  him  compensation ;  this  was  done  in 
Savill  V.  Savill  (c).  For  that  purpose,  the  appointment 
ought  to  be  declared  void  as  against  him. 


Mr.  Baily  and  Mr.  Nalder,  for  the  executors  o 
Mrs.  Campbell,  argued,  that  the  Court,  though  it  could 
set  a  contract  aside,  could  not  make  a  new  one  for  the 
parties,  and  that  the  marriage  consideration  could  not  be 
recalled.  They  contended  that  Savill  v.  Savill  did  noi 
apply,  and  cited  Pulvertoft  v.  Pulvertoft{d);  Llox/i 
V.  Lloyd  {e) ;  Field  v.  Brown  (/) ;  Cave  v.  Cave  {g), 

Tk 


(a)  2  Drew,  165. 
(6)  2  CL  if  Fi/i.  102;   8  B/i. 
(A.  S.)  111. 
(c)  2  Colly,  721. 


{d)  18  Ves.  84. 

(f)  2  Myl.  6f  Cr,  192. 
(/)  17  Bear.  146. 

(g)  15  Beav.  227. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rollb. 

I  can  relieve  the  trustees  of  the  will  of  Sir  William 
Ingilhy  from  two  points.  As  to  the  real  estate^  my 
own  decision  in  Field  v.  Brown  (a),  affirmed  by  the 
Lords  Justices,  renders  it  impossible  for  me  to  hold,  that 
Mrs.  Campbell  or  her  heirs  are  bound  by  the  agreement 
as  to  the  real  estate,  for  being  an  infant  she  was  in- 
capable of  contracting.  I  express  no  opinion  as  to  the 
effect  of  a  person  entering  into  a  contract,  making  false 
representations  with  a  fraudulent  intention;  there  is 
nothing  of  the  kind  here.  I  have  no  doubt  that  an  in- 
fant may  commit  a  fraud,  but  this  is  a  simple  case  of  an 
infant  entering  into  a  marriage  settlement.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  was  not  a  binding  contract,  and  that 
when  she  came  of  age,  she  was  not  bound  to  do  any- 
thing in  respect  of  it ;  she  died,  and  all  the  rights  remain 
the  same.  Sir  William  Ingilby  was  in  no  way  affected 
by  it ;  he  happened  to  be  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  mar- 
riage settlement  and  her  heir  presumptive ;  but  it  is  im- 
possible for  roe  to  say  that  he  was  bound  by  the  articles. 
It  is  then  said,  that  he  is  estopped,  because  he  after- 
wards executed  two  deeds;  but  I  cannot  understand  the 
doctrine  of  estoppel  applying  to  such  a  case  as  this.  If 
a  person  obtains  a  benefit  under  a  deed  he  cannot  after- 
wards dispute  the  validity  of  it,  but  here  there  was  a 
mere  common  mistake,  which,  in  my  opinion,  in  no 
respect  bound  the  parties.  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  must 
hold  that  this  settlement  is  not  binding  on  the  real 
estate  of  this  lady ;  with  respect  to  the  other  parts  of 
the  case  I  should  like  to  hear  Mr.  Lloyd. 


185& 


Mr.  Lloyd,  Mr.  Cairns  and  Mr.  H.  R.  Young,  for  the 
trustees  of  the  will  of  Sir  William  Ingilby,  were  then 
heard  on  the  other  points. 

Mr. 

{a)  17  Bern,  146. 


fcTf  A  24.  The  MiJT£H  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  which  !  disposed  o(  at  the  hearing  we^^^ 
not  whether  the  real  estate  passed  under  the  settlemen    -^^t 
because  it  was  admitted  that  it  did  not,  but  whether  th^=^^^ 
trustee,  who,  at  the  date  of  the  settlement,  was  the  pra^^ 
Bumptive  heir  of  Mrs,  Camph^ll,  and  was  her  heir-at-la*^  -^^ 
at  her  death,  was  bound  by  what  took  place  on  the  mtkW  -^^^ 
riage^  and  ought  to  make  good  the  consequences  a risio^r^stg 
out  of  the  fact,  which  it  was  asserted  he  had  allege*^  ^^ 
viz.  that  she  had  then  attained  her  age  of  twenty*or 
years,  and  whether  the  deeds  which  were  after warc^^^ 
executed  by  him,  asserting  the  same  fact,  did  not  estc 
him^  and  all  persons  claiming  through  him,  from  a:  ^ 
serting  or  alleging  the   contrary,   and,    consequently 
whether  he,  having  taken  her  real  estate,  would  not  h^ 
bound,  in  the  events  that  happened,  to  make  good  the  ^rJu^t 
assertion  so  far  as  to  support  the  uses  of  the  settlemeor:^  ^^^ 


I  disposed  of  that  question  at  the  hearing,  and  furth»  ^J-^"^^ 
consideration  has  confirmed  me  in  the  view  I  then  tooF^^^^^*^' 
and  I  am  of  opinion,  not  only  that  the  real  estate  d  -t^  "*" 
not  pass,  but  that  there  was  a  common  mistake;  th-^J-^*^*^ 
nobody  attended  to  the  circumstance  or  supposed  th^J-^''^^ 
it  was  necessary  accurately  to  inquire  into  this  fact,  9  '^^ 
the  purpose  of  giving  validity  to  the  marriage  articW^^^^^r/es 

(a)  2  Myl  ^  K.  257. 
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which  were  then  executed ;  that  there  was  nothing 
approaching  to  fraud,  or  which,  in  the  most  strained 
acceptation  of  the  term,  could  be  considered  as  amount- 
ing to  any  resemblance  of  fraud  in  the  case ;  and  that 
consequently,  the  parties  must  be  left  to  the  legal  conse- 
quences which  necessarily  flow  from  such  a  transaction, 
untainted  by  wilful  misrepresentation  or  wilful  conceal- 
ment of  any  fact. 


1866. 


The  next  question  that  arose  was,  whether  the  wife 
could  be  put  to  her  election,  and  whether  she  could 
claim  as  against  the  husband  the  personal  estate,  which, 
but  for  this  settlement  and  his  covenant  to  settle  her 
personal  property,  entered  into  in  consideration  of  the 
settlement  of  her  real  estate,  would  have  gone  to  him 
solely. 

It  was  suggested,  that,  in  this  respect,  the  settlement 
should  either  be  reformed,  or  that  the  wife  should  be  com- 
pelled to  elect  either  to  take  all  that  was  given  by  the 
settlement,  performing  her  part  of  it,  or  to  give  up  that 
which  the  husband  would  have  taken  unless  he  had  con- 
tracted to  settle  her  personal  estate  :  and  it  was  argued 
that,  in  the  events  which  have  happened,  it  must  be  con- 
sidered that  she  has  so  elected,  and,  consequently,  that 
compensation  must  be  made  to  the  husband  out  of  the 
personal  estate  which  she  has  appointed. 

It  is  important,  in  my  opinion,  to  cohsider,  how  this 
case  would  have  stood  if  Mrs.  Campbell  were  now  alive, 
and  the  discovery  of  her  infancy  had  been  made  imme- 
diately after  the  marriage.  The  view  I  take  of  the  case 
is  hypothetical,  for  the  purpose  of  examining  and  testing 
the  law  as  applicable  to  this  case,  because  the  evidence 
convinces  me,  that  if  this  lady  or  her  husband  had  been 
aware  of  the  circumstance,  she  would,  by  means  of  a  fine 

VOL.  XXI.  p  p  and 
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and  acknowledgment,  have  settled  her  real  estate  svT^     j^ 
sequently  to  the  marriage.    I  consider  it  is  important         ^ 
regard  this  contract  in  the  way  in  which  it  would  hs^^^^ 
been  viewed,  if  Mrs.  Campbell  were  now  alive,  an(h^     j^ 
had  been  discovered,  that  the  real  estate  was  not  bou-'^^^ 
and  then  see  whether  she  could  have  been  compel  I^ 
to  settle  it?     I  am  of  opinion  that  she  could  not.    "Tiie 
only  mode  in  which  the  real  estate  of  the  wife  could  h^ 
bound,  would  be  either  by  fine  or  by  a  conveyance  ex^^ 
cuted  by  her,  and  acknowledged  under  the  Statute  fcF    ^ 
the  Abolition  of  Fines  and  Recoveries.    No  Court  coul^^^^ 


have  compelled  her  to  do  this,  for  the  acknowledgmen 
would  be  ineffectual  unless  given  of  her  own  free  will^J* 
and  without  this  no  settlement  could  have  been  mad 
of  her  real  estate. 


} 


What,  then,  are  the  consequences  that  flow  from  that? 
Would  the  rest  of  the  articles  be  valid  ?   The  considera- 
tion for  the  articles,  which  was  marriage,  had,  if  I  may 
use  the  expression,  already  been  paid,  and  so  far  as  it 
bound   the  parties,  it  was  totally  impossible  to  set  it 
aside ;  it  could  not  be  recalled,  the  marriage  was  binding 
on  the  wife,  although  an  infant,  as  soon  as  the  ceremony 
had  been  performed  ;  and  although  it  may  be  perfectly 
true,  that  the  husband  would  not  have  entered  into  the 
marriage  contract  without  an  express  agreement  that 
the  real  estate  of  the  wife  should  be  settled,  yet,  although 
it  turns  out  that  the  real  estate  is  excluded,  without  any 
fraud  or  anything  equivalent  to  fraud,  the  rest  of  the 
contract  must,  in  my  opinion,  stand,  and  this   Court 
must  act  upon  it. 


If  authorities  were  wanted  for  this  proposition,  they 
are  numerous.  They  come  down  from  a  very  early  to 
quite  a  late  period.     In  a  case.  North  v.  Ansell{d),  the 

husband 
(a)  2  P.  Wms,  618. 
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hosbandy^in  consideration  of  5002.,  which  he  was  to 
have  with  his  wife,  agreed  that  she  should  have  a  power 
of  appointing  200/.  out  of  his  estate.  Having  lived 
together  fifteen  years,  she  died,  and  appointed  200/.  to 
certain  persons.  The  appointees  under  her  will  sought 
to  enforce  payn^nt  against  the  husband.  The  husband 
resisted  it,  on  the  ground  that  of  the  500/.  he  had  never 
received  more  than  300/.  But  the  Court  would  not 
listen  to  that,  and  said  the  settlement  must  be  executed 
and  carried  into  effect,  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  he  had  received  the  consideration,  and  that  the  prin- 
cipal consideration  for  the  contract  was  marriage. 


1856. 


Campbell 

V. 

Imoilbt. 


This  is  gone  into  very  fully  in  Harvey  v.  Ashley  (a), 
in  which  Lord  Hardwicke  points  out  that  a  marriage 
contract  cannot  be  set  aside,  or  rescinded,  and  for  this 
reason: — because  there  are  third  parties,  as  children 
who  may  be  born,  who  are  purchasers  under  the  con- 
tract, and  it  is  totally  impossible  to  set  aside  the  con- 
tract as  regards  them.  For  that  reason,  in  the  case  of 
marriage  contracts,  even  though  the  relations  of  the  hus- 
band or  wife  may  fail  in  the  performance  of  what  they 
have  covenanted  to  do,  still  that  will  not  invalidate  the 
rest  of  the  contract,  where  it  has  been  followed  by  mar- 
riage.    Perkins  v.  Thornton  (&),  is  to  the  same  effect. 


There  is  also  Lloyd  v.  Lloyd  (c),  which  is  a  very 
strong  case,  and  very  clearly  illustrates  the  proposition 
laid  down  by  former  cases.  The  father  of  the  hus- 
band covenanted  to  pay  a  sum  of  money,  and  to  settle 
land  on  the  husband,  wife  and  issue  of  the  marriage ; 
in  consideration  of  which,  the  father  of  the  lady  con- 
tracted to  settle  lands  and  pay  a  sum  of  money  in 

like 

(a)  3  Aik.  607.  (b)  AmbL  502. 

(c)  2  Mylne  ^  C.  192. 
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like  manner.  There  were,  no  donbt^  several  and  inde* 
pendent  covenants,  one  in  consideration  of  the  other; 
but  tbe  great  cron  side  rati  on  was  marriage.  The  marriage 
took  effect*  the  father  of  the  lady  failed  to  perfonn 
his  part  o(  the  covenant,  and  it  was  not  possible  t^ 
enforce  it.  It  was  nevertheless  held^^that  the  father 
of  the  husband  was  bound  to  perform  his  part  of  ihfi 
covenant,  and  that  he  must  complete  it.  The  pririci* 
pies  laid  down  in  those  cas<*s  establish  very  clearly, 
that  so  far,  at  all  events,  as  purchasers  are  concemedt 
the  contract  tnuist  be  carried  into  e0ect,  and  will  be  en- 
forced. 


i 


Then  it  is  contended,  that  although  this  may  be  true 
&B  relates  to  purchai^er!!^,  it  does  not  apply  to  volunteem 
under  a  settlement ;  and  that,  in  point  of  fact j  the  tp- 
pointees  of  the  wife  are  volunteers  under  the  seltleraent 
1  think  it  unnecessary  to  inquire  how  far  this  Coart 
would,  at  the  instance  of  one  party  to  a  marriage  con* 
tract,  after  the  marriage  had  taken  place,  order  a  settle- 
ment to  be  executed  in  conformity  with  the  articles  ia 
favour  of  some  collateral  person,  who  was  not  withia 
the  consideration  of  marriage.     It  is  not  necessary,  in 
my  opinion,  to  consider  that  question  in  this  case.    It 
is  undoubtedly  true,  that  there  are  many  cases  in  which 
one  person  may,  for  value,  contract  with   another  to 
confer  a  benefit  upon  a  third  person,  who  has  contributed 
no  portion  of  the  consideration.     That  species  of  con- 
tract is  binding  between  the  parties  (a),  and  if  any  au- 
thority were  wanted  for  that  principle,  it  will  be  found 
to  be  clearly  recognized  by  the  Lord  Justice  Knight 
Bruce,  in  the  case  of  Davenport  v.Bishopp  (6),  in  which 
there  is  a  dictum  to  that  effect.    I  do  not,  however,  think 

it 

(a)  See  Colyear  v.  Mulgrave,  2  Keai,  81. 
^6)  2  You.  Sf  ColL  (C.  C.)  45. 
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it  necessary  to  consider  that  question  apon  the  present 
occasion. 

The  case  of  Savill  v.  Savill(a)  determined,  that  where 
parties  enter  into  a  marriage  contract,  which,  by  reason 
of  the  course  of  events,  failed  with  respect  to  the  acts 
to  be  done  by  tne  wife,  the  acts  contracted  to  be  done 
by  the  husband  should  not  be  held  binding  upon  him, 
so  far  as  collaterals  were  concerned,  who  were  not  within 
the  scope  of  the  marriage  contract.  That  is  the  general 
effect  of  the  case.  There  the  case  was  to  this  effect, — 
the  husband,  on  his  marriage,  settled  all  the  personal 
property  of  the  wife,  and  the  wife  agreed  to  settle  her 
land  when  she  came  of  age.  The  marriage  took  effect, 
but  she  died  an  infant,  and  there  was  no  issue  of  the 
marriage.  The  heir,  wbo  was  also  one  of  the  next  of 
kin,  insisted  that  the  land  was  not  bound,  and  this  the 
Court  held  to  be  the  case.  But  she  also  claimed  an 
interest  in  the  personal  estate,  under  the  ultimate  limita- 
tion in  the  settlement ;  the  Court,  however,  held,  that 
the  next  of  kin,  who,  in  a  sense,  were  volunteers,  could 
not  be  allowed  to  claim  the  benefit  of  part  of  the  con- 
tract against  the  husband,  who  was  not  permitted  to  have 
the  benefit  of  the  whole  of  it,  and  that,  as  against  the 
volunteers,  he  was  entitled  to  compensation,  out  of  the 
personal  estate,  for  the  loss  of  the  interest  in  the  real 
estate  which  the  marriage  articles  purported  to  give 
him. 


1856. 


That  brings  me  to  consider  this  question,  are  the 
appointees  purchasers  or  volunteers  under  this  settle- 
ment? The  appointees  are  not  persons  named  in  the 
articles ;  they  do  not  take  as  persons  named  in  favour 
of   whom  the  contract  is  made.     The  next  of  kin,  it 

may 
(rt)  2  Cu//y.  721. 


680 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1856. 


may  be  said,  do  so^  for  the  proj^rty  is  limited  in  thk 
way,  — after  the  death  of  the  survivor  to  the  childrea  o! 
the  marriage,  and  in  default  of  children,  as  the  wife  shalE^   ^l 
ttppoint,  and  tn  default  of  appoiDtment,  to  the  next  o:   ^^^f 
kin,  as  if  the  wife  had  died  unmarried;  thereby  e3£clud'Ln] 
the  husband >  who  would  have  been  entitled,  by  force 
law,  in  case  the  property  had  been  treated  as  that  of  th 
wife.     In  that  case,  therefore,  it  may  be  eaid,  that  tl 
neitt  of  kin  are  peraons  named,  who  are  to  take  und< 
the  marriage  contract,  in  a  particular  event,  but  who  ai 
not  within  the  consideration  of  marriage.     But  the  a^^p, 
pointees  are  not  so;  they  take  by  virtue  of  the  gift        of 
the  wife.    Th<3  wife  is  withtti  the  consideratton  of  m^^^r- 
fiage,  and  she  contracts,  that  in  consideration  of  L^^2e 
marriage,  Bhe  shall  be  at  liberty,  in  case  there  should     ^V^ 
no  issue  of  the  marriage,  to  deal  with  the  money  as  s-  ^e 
shall  think  fit,  by  appointment  by  wilL    Tt  is  a  contrsM^d 
entered  into  by  her  for  her  own  beweht,  the  eonsider^e- 
tion  of  which  is  marriage*     In  one  sense  the  appointed! 
are  volunteers,  that  is   to  say,  they  are  volunteers  n£ 
between  her  and  themselves,  but  ihey  take  by  virtue  of 
a  gift  made  by  one  who  is  not  a  volunteer  but  a  pur* 
chaser,  and   therc^fore  as  between   themselves  and  tKe 
husband,  they  are  not  volunteers,  but  they  claim  under, 
and  stand  in  the  situation  of  a  purchaser 


I  may  illustrate  the  distinction  which  I  take  by 
another  similar  instance.  Suppose,  under  a  contract  of 
marriage,  a  son  had  acquired  a  ve!?ted  interest,  which 
he  might  dispose  of  upon  attaining  twenty-one,  and 
that  he  had  by  will  given  it  to  A,  B.  A.  JB.,  no  doubt, 
if  he  had  been  named  in  the  settlement  as  the  person  to 
take  in  default  of  appointment,  would  have  been  a 
volunteer;  but  as  he  takes  under  the  will  of  a  child, 
who  is  a  purchaser  under  the  marriage  settlement,  he 

stands 
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stands  in  the  shoes  of  the  person  under  whose  appoint- 
ment he  takes^  and  is  therefore  entitled  to  stand  in  the 
situation  of  a  purchaser.  In  my  opinion,  therefore, 
although  the  case  of  Savill  v.  Savill  might  have  applied 
if  Mrs.  Campbelly  in  this  case,  had  died  without  making 
any  appointment,  and  might  have  applied  as  against 
the  next  of  kin,  it  does  not  apply,  as  against  the  ap* 
pointees,  taking  by  virtue  of  the  appointment  of  the 
wife,  who  contracted  for  that  power  for  her  own  benefit^ 
and  is  a  purchaser  under  the  settlement,  and  which 
appointees  stand  in  her  place.  It  appears  to  me  that 
this  case  depends  very  much  on  the  same  question,  viz. 
whether  the  marriage  articles  are  valid  or  not,  and 
whether  the  Court  could,  after  the  mairi^ge,  have  carried 
them  into  effect,  by  directing  a  settlement  of  the  rest  of 
the  property,  omitting  the  real  estate  of  the  wife,  or 
whether  she  could  have  been  compelled  to  elect,  either 
to  settle  the  real  estate,  or  to  give  up  the  benefits  in  the 
personal  estate,  for  which  she  had  contracted  with  her 
husband,  and  forego  the  other  advantages  which  she 
would  have  obtained.  Excluding  any  question  of  mis- 
representation, which  might  vary  the  case,  the  wife 
could  not,  in  my  opinion,  in  such  a  case,  have  been  put 
to  her  election,  and  I  think  this  point  is  involved  in  the 
question  whether  the  settlement  was  a  good  one  or  not. 
By  whom  could  she  have  been  put  to  her  election  ? 
Could  the  husband  have  called  upon  her  to  elect  either 
to  settle  her  real  estate  or  renounce  the  benefit  of  his 
covenant,  by  which  he  had  contracted  that  certain 
money  should  go  to  the  issue  ?  I  have  already  shewn 
that  he  could  not  do  so,  so  as  to  affect  the  issue  of  the 
marriage.  Could  she  have  done  so,  so  as  to  affect  her- 
self and  her  own  interests,  provided  there  had  been  no 
issue  of  the  marriage?  I  am  of  opinion  that,  both 
upon  principle  and  authority,  she  could  not,  and  the 

case 
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case  of  Frank  v,  Franh(a)f  to  which  I  shall  prefieatly 
refer,  and  another  case^  aeem  to  establish  that  pro- 
position* Stiil  lese^  even  if  the  question  of  election 
had  arisen,  cnuld  she  have  been  said  lo  buve  elected 
without  having  been  aware  of  the  circiinistance,  and 
without  k  DO  wing  all  the  facta  which  related  to  thi 
ease. 

The  case  to  which  I  was  referred,  and  which  wa 
Tery  strongly  InsiBted  on,  as  governing  the  preeen' 
was  ArdeMoife  v*  Bennet(b%  but  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
how  it  bears  on  this  caee. 


-fed 


4 


Ardewife  v,  Bennet{h)  was  a  case  of  this  description:^ 

In  the  ^rst  place,  it  was  not  the  case  of  a  wife  electi^^Hjg 
to  take  anything  as  between  herself  and  her  husbai— ^rrid. 
It  was  no  case  of  that  description  at  all.     The  questi         on 

did  not  arise  upon  a  marriage  contract,  or  upon  a.^ ay 

question  which  related  to  persons  claiming  under  or  by 

virtue  of  a  marriage  contract.  The  facts  of  the  case  w       "cre 

these  : — a  person  of  the  name  of  Wilson  bought  a  cof ^y- 

hold  estate,  and  immediately  after  he  had  bought  a^^nd 
paid  for  it,  he  made  his  will,  by  which  he  left  the  co^^^y- 
hold  estate  to  his  mother;  he  left  a  legacy  of  5,000/.  to 
sister,  who  was  his  heiress  at  law  and  a  married  worn 
and  he  left  it  to  her  for  her  separate  use,  with  ce 
directions,  that  she  should  have  a  power  of  appoint 
over  it,  and  that  if  she  did  not  appoint  it,  it  should 
to  her  next  of  kin.     He  died  immediately  after  ha^*    -— 'ing 

made  the  will,  and  as  he  died  before  being  admittec =^  ^^ 

the  copyhold,  the  will  was  inoperative,  and  did  not  j^^wss 
the  copyhold.  What  took  place  on  the  death  of  ^he 
son  was  this: — the  mother  was  immediately  put        into 

posses-  ^on 

{a)  3  MyL  4  Cr.  171.  (6)  2  Dick.  463. 


his 

an, 

in 

ent 

go 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


683 


possession  of  the  copyhold,  she  was  admitted,  the 
daughter  took  the  5,000/.,  and  this  continued  for  five 
years,  and  then  the  daughter  died,  leaving  a  son,  who 
was  the  heir  of  the  testator,  and  thereupon,  the  father, 
as  the  guardian  of  the  son,  procured  himself,  or  his  son, 
to  be  admitted,  and  excluded  the  mother.  A  bill  was 
then  filed  in  this  Court;  and  it  was  held,  in  that  state 
of  circumstances,  that  the  sister,  who  during  her  life  was 
the  heir  at  law,  had  elected  to  take  the  legacy  and  not 
to  take  the  land.  No  doubt  she  was  a  married  woman 
at  the  time,  but  she  was  not  a  married  woman  so  far  as 
regarded  the  legacy,  for  the  legacy  was  expressly  given 
to  her  for  her  separate  use,  and  she  had  the  power  of  dis- 
posing of  it  exactly  in  any  manner  she  thought  fit.  This 
Court  no  doubt  would  not  have  allowed  her  to  take  the 
legacy  and  the  land,  and  the  legacy  being  of  greater 
value  than  the  land,  it  was  held,  there  had  been  a  con- 
cluded election,  and  that  all  the  parties  were  bound. 


1856. 


I  do  not  see  in  what  way  that  case  can  be  treated,  as 
affecting  the  question  of  whether  a  husband  and  wife, 
after  coverture,  can,  by  contract  between  them,  vary 
the  marriage  articles,  and  so  give  the  husband  some- 
thing which  possibly  he  would  not  have  given  up,  un- 
less he  had  expected  to  receive  something  from  another 
quarter,  which  he  did  not  receive. 


The  case  of  Frank  v.  Frank  (a),  appears  to  me  to  be 
very  clear  and  distinct  upon  this  point.  Frank  v.  Frank 
was  the  case  of  a  married  woman,  who  during  the 
coverture  had  agreed  to  take  a  jointure  from  her  hus- 
band, in  lieu  of  dower.  After  his  death,  it  was  held, 
that  she  had  not  the  contracting  power  to  do  so ;  that 
she  could  not  elect  to  take  jointure  in  lieu  of  her  com- 
mon 
(fl)  3  MyL  4  Cr.  171. 


mon  law  right  to  dower,  and  accordingly  that  the  ^^ 
armagement  was  not  binding  upon  and  in  no  degree  ^^^g 
alTected  her. 

There  is  a  case,  reported  very  shortly,  and  not  very*^^^--ay 
distinctly  as  to  all  the  points^  which^  as  far  as  it  goes^  ^^^$, 
seeois  to  be  clear  upon  this  question  ;  it  is  Hancock  v^-^^r-     f, 
Hancock  (a),  and  it  was  a  case  of  this  description ;  tb^  mr^ht 
marriage  articles  expressly  agreed  that  the  wife  shoulc»X^ld 
have  the  power  to  take  the  sum  of  3,000/,,  if  she  though'  «J^ht 
fit,  or  in  default  of  her  taking  it,  400^  a  year  should  h^-^^f  be 
settled  upon  her  and  the  issue  of  the  marriage.     Th^  mrM  "he 
case  a  ays,  that  she  elected  to  take  the  3, 000  A,  neverthe:^^  «3e- 
less,  at  the  instance  of  the  children^  that  was  set  agid^  £ivle, 
and  a  settlement  of  400/.  a  year  upon  the  wife  aa.M:ia^iid 
children  was  decreed,  I   presume,  upon  giving  up  tlc^^^lje 
3,000/.,  although  that  does  not  appear  by  the  report  ^        of 
the  case* 


That  shews  very  clearly  that  there  could  be  no  pow^  — 'er 
to  contract  as  against  persons  who  are  purchasers  und.        er 
a  settlement,  nor  does  it  appear  to  me  that  there  is         a 
power  to  contract  as  between  the  husband  and  wife  ^Q 
such  a  matter  as  this  relates  to. 


Therefore,  not  in  the  slightest  degree  impeaching  the 
authority  of  Savill  v.  Savill,  but  on  the  principle  thai 
this  contract  is  a  binding  and  valid  contmct,  in  con- 
sideration of  marriage,  which  is  the  primary  and  great 
consideration  which  binds  the  whole  contract,  and  all 
the  parties  to  it,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  cannot  be  varied 
subsequently,  and  that,  consequently,  the  appointees 
who  take  under  the  gift  of  the  wife,  who  was  a  pur- 
chaser, are  entitled  to  the  benefits  which  they  so  claim, 

that 

(a)  2  Vern.  665. 
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that  no  case  of  election  arose,  and  that  no  election  was 
made,  and  therefore  I  shall  make  a  declaration  to  carry 
into  effect  the  view  which  I  have  expressed  with  respect 
to  this  part  of  the  case. 


I 


INGILBY  V.  AMCOTTS. 

March  7,  14. 

N  1795,  a  settlement  was  made,  by  which  "  the  Ket-  A  conringent 

tlethorpe  estate"  was  settled  in  a  manner  which  it  ®jjj^  ^gbift- 

is  not  necessary  to  state  in  detail  (a).  ing  clause 

may  be  de- 
vised both  by 

In  1808,  Frances  Buckworth  devised  «  the  Barring-  *^«  ^/^  ^^ 

^     new  law. 
ton  estate    to  Augrista  Ingilbj/,  in  fee,  with  an  executory      Devise  of 

devise  over  to  her  sister,  Diana  Campbell,  in  fee,  in  the  f^^^  with^a^' 
event  of  Auffusta,  in  her  lifetime,  coming  into  actual  executory  shift- 
possession  of  the  KettUthorpe  estate  under  the  settle-  ["^b!  anTher 

ment  of  1795.  lieirs,  in  the 

event  of  A, 
becoming  en- 

What  happened  was  this  : — Diana  Campbell  died  in  ^^^^  ^°  *°- 

1841,  without  leaving  issue.     Her  real  estates  there-  B.  died  first, 

upon  descended  on  her  brother  and  heir  at  law.  Sir  WiU  deL^^ded  o^^ 

liam  Ingilby.     He  died,  without  issue,  in  May,  1854,  Cher  heir, 

having,  by  his  will,  dated  in  1851,  devised  his  residuary  ^\^^  in  1851, 

real  estate  to  trustees  for  sale,  but  the  KettUthorpe  estate  made  a  general 

•    ,      devise  of  his 
thereupon  descended,  under  the  limitations  contained  in  real  estate. 

the  settlement  of  1795,  on  his  sister,  Elizabeth  Ingilby.  \^^^^l^^^ 

She  died  unmarried  in  June,  1854,  and  the  KettUthorpe  the  event  took 

estate  thereupon  passed,  under  the  settlement  of  1795,  f^^X  esTate^^ 

to  Augusta;  and  under  the  shifting  clause  in  the  will  of  was  to  shift 

1808,  "  the  Harrington  estate"  passed  to  the  represen-  jj^id^  that  the 

tatives   of  Diana,   in  fee.     The   question    was,   whe-  estate  X 

,  passed  by  C.  s 

ther  the  contingent  interest,  which  in  1841  descended  to  will,  and  did 

g'     not  descend 
either  to  the 
(a)  But  see  anil,  p.  568.  heir  of  B.  or 

of  C. 
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Sir  William  from  his  sister  DianOy  and  came  into  poa.  ^^ 
session  after  his  death,  and  in  June^  1854,  had  or  ha« 
not  passed  by  his  will. 

The  Plaintiffs  were  the  devisees  under  the  will  of 
William  Ingilby.    The  Defendants  were  the  co-heirs 
law  of  Sir  William  Ingilby  and  of  Diana  Campbell. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  H.  It.  Young^  for  the  Pl^i/,. 
tiffs.     Possibilities  are  devisable,  and  pass  by  descent  • 
Goodtitle  d.  Ournall  v.  Wood  (a);  Jones  v.  Perry  {A)  j 
and  contingent,  springing  and  executory  uses  are  also 
both  descendible  and  devisable;  Selwin  v.  Selwin(c); 
Pater  son  v.  Mills  {d)  ;  Feame's  Cont.  Rem.  (8th  ed.)(e). 
The  heir  of  a  purchaser,  though  never  in  possession, 
can  devise  the  estate ;  Doe  v.  Martyn  (/) ;  therefore  the 
Harrington  estate  passed  to  the  Plaintiffs  under  the  will 
of  Sir  William  Ingilby.    They  also  cited  3  &  4  ITifl.  4, 
c.  106,  s.  2. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Dickinson,  in  the  same  interest. 
If  an  interest  in  an  estate  is  descendible,  it  is  devisable. 
Now  it  is  admitted  on  both  sides  to  be  descendible,  for 
the  Defendants  claim  it  as  heirs  by  descent.     Diana 
could  herself  have  devised  her  interest ;  then  what  was 
there  to  prevent  its  being  devised  in  the  interval  be- 
tween her  death  and  that  of  Elizabeth  by  the  parties 
in  whom  it  was  then  vested  in  interest?    The  only  pos- 
sibilities which  are   incapable  of  passing  by   will  are 
those  without  an  interest,  as  the  spes  successionis  of  the 
heir.     They  cited  Moor  v.  Hawkins  (g). 

The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  R.Bethell)  and  Mr.  Cairns, 

contra. 


(a)  Willes,  211. 

(b)  3  Term  Rep.  88. 

(r)  1   W.  Blackst.  222,  251. 
(r/)  19  Law  J.,  C/i.,  310. 


(e)  Pages  368,  371. 
if)  8  Bam.  Sf  Cr.  510. 
(g)  2  Eden,  342. 
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contrct.  No  doubt,  an  interest  in  an  estate  which  is  1856. 
descendible  is  also  devisable,  but  Sir  William  Ingilhy 
had  no  interest  in  this  estate  which  was  descendible  to 
his  own  heirs.  Under  the  old  law,  the  descent  was 
traced  from  the  person  last  seised,  when  the  estate  was 
of  such  a  nature  that  seisin  could  be  had  of  it ;  thus, 
in  regard  to  estates  in  remainder  or  reversion,  the 
descent  was  traced  to  the  last  purchaser;  Wathins  on 
Descents  (a).  The  rule  of  descent  "  requires  that  a 
person  who  claims  a  fee  simple  by  descent  from  one 
who  was  first  purchaser  of  the  reversion  or  remainder 
expectant  on  a  freehold  estate,  must  make  himself  heir 
to  such  purchaser  at  the  time  when  that  reversion  or 
remainder  falls  into  possession ;"  Fearney  Cont.  Rem. 
8thed.(i). 

Thus  in  Goodright  v.  Searle(c\  a  testator  devised 
lands  to  his  sou  G.  in  fee,  but  if  he  died  under  twenty- 
one,  &c.,  to  P.  (the  testator's  mother)  in  fee.  P.  died, 
and  afterwards  G.  died  under  twenty-one,  &c.  It  was 
held,  that  the  lands  vested  in  that  person  who  was  heir 
at  law  of  P.  (the  first  purchaser)  at  the  time  the  contin- 
gency happened.  So  in  Goodtitle  d.  Vincent  v.  White  (d). 
Upon  a  devise  in  trust  for  the  testator*s  only  daughter 
M.  "  till  she  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one;"  and  in 
case  of  ifcf.'s  death  "  before  she  arrived  at  twenty-one," 
then  to  J3.  his  wife  :  it  was  held,  that  j5.,  the  mother, 
took  an  executory  devise  in  fee,  which,  upon  her  death, 
descended  to  the  daughter :  upon  whose  death,  under 
twenty-one,  the  fee  which  she  had  ex  parte  paternd 
during  her  life  descended  to  her  heirs  ex  parte  maternd. 

When  the  estate  of  Diana  fell  into  possession,  in 

June, 

(a)  Page  120.  (c)  2  Wilson,  29. 

(6)  Page  561.  {d)  15  Eati,  174. 
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1856.        June^  1854,  her  heir  at  law  at  that  time,  and  not  the  heir 
at  law  of  Sir  William ^  became  aeised  ;  Doe  v.  Hutton  {dy 
The  estate  was  not  deseeudibk  to  the  heir  of  Sir  Wil- 
liam^ aud  therefare  was  not  devisable   by  him.     The 
Statute  of  Wills  only  enables  the  testator  to  devise  iota^ 
rests  which,  iti  default  of  devise,  would  have  descended 
to  his  own  heirs.     Here  the  estate  could  not  have  de — 
scended  to  the  heir  of  Sir  WlUiam^   but  roust   have^ 
d<3irQlved  on  the  heir  of  Diana^  consequently  he  bad  ncc: 
desceDdible  interest  in  the  estate,  aod  therefore  cuul 
Dot  devise  it*    It  is  also  to  be  observed » that  Sir  Wtllim 
could  never  personally  have  inherited  this  iuterest,  for  i 
could  only  take  effect  on  his  own  death,  and  praclieall^ 
he  could  only  take  by  surviving  himself.     The  cas^ 
bears  sonie  analogy  to  Duburley  v*  DGy{b)f  in  which  it 
was  held,  that  a  husband  cannot  assign  a  reversionary 
interest  of  his  wife  in  leaseholds  which  cannot  by  pos- 
mbility  vest  in  possession  during  the  coverture* 


They  also  referred  to  3  &  4  Will  4,  c*  106,  «.  2, 

Mr.  Baily  and  Mr.  Nalder,  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Am- 
cotts.  There  is  no  authority  to  shew  that  Sir  William 
could  have  devised  this  interest.  By  the  old  law,  it  was 
not  descendible  to  the  general  heir  of  Sir  William,  but 
to  the  heir  of  Diana.  If  it  was  not  descendible  to  his 
general  heir,  it  was  not  devisable  by  him :  both  are 
governed  by  the  same  principle,  and  he  could  not  devise 
away  from  the  heir  of  Diana.  The  statutes  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  106,  and  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  3,  rather  strengthen 
this  view;  the  principle  is  this: — that  all  that  will  pass 
from  the  testator  to  his  heir  or  executor  may  be  disposed 
of  by  his  will  also. 

Mr. 
(o)  3  Bot.  4-  Ful  643.  (6)  16  Beav.  33. 
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Mr.  Selwyn,  for  De  Morlot  and  wife,  cited  6  Cruise,        1856. 
Digest,  4th  ed.  (a). 

Mr.  Longworthtf,  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  WickenSf  for  the  trustees. 

Wright  ▼.  Wright  {b)  and  Doe  d.  Calkin  v.  Tomkin- 
son  (c)y  were  also  referred  to. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserred  judgment. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  March  14. 

This  case  proceeds  in  a  great  measure  upon  the  same 
transactions,  and  relating  to  the  same  family,  as  the 
former  case  (J);  but  this  case  is  much  easier  than  the 
last,  and  it  presents  no  difficulty,  in  my  opinion,  either 
in  principle  or  authority. 

The  state  of  the  case  is  this  : — By  a  settlement  made 
of  the  Kettlethorpe  estates,  on  the  marriage  of  Sir  WiU 
Ham  Ingilby  on  the  10th  of  November ,  1795,  the  Ket- 
tlethorpe estate  was  settled  to  Sir  William  Ingilby  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail 
male,  with  remainder  to  his  daughters,  as  tenants  in 
common  in  tail,  and  then  with  similar  limitations  to  bis 
sister  Elizabeth.  In  default  of  issue  by  her,  similar 
limitations  in  favour  of  his  sister  Augusta;  and  on 
failure  of  issue  by  her,  similar  limitations  in  favour  of 

his 

(a)  Page  26.  {d)  CampbeU  v.  Ingilby^  ante^ 

(b)  1  r«.if».410.  p.  667. 

(c)  2  31^11^  if  S.  165. 
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his  daughter  Diana,  and  so  on.  In  I8O89  ^rs.  Buck' 
worth,  who  was  possessed  of  two  estates,  called  the 
Harrington  and  the  Fisherton  estates,  left  the  property 
in  this  manner: — She  gave  it  to  Augusta  in  fee,  with  a 
shifting  clause  or  an  executory  devise,  directing  that  if 
Augusta  should  ever  come  into  actual  possession  of  the 
Kettlethorpe  estate,  thereupon  her  estate  in  the  Fishf- 
ton  and  Harrington  estates  should  cease,  and  the  es- 
tate should  go  over  to  her  next  sister  Diana.  And  she 
gave  a  similar  direction  if  Diana  came  into  possession 
of  the  Kettlethorpe  estates,  that  her  estates  should  go 
over  to  Julia,  and  in  the  same  manner  as  to  Con- 
stance. In  1841  Diana  died  without  issue,  and  with- 
out ever  having  been  in  possession  of  the  Kettlethorpe 
estates.  The  consequence  was,  that  the  executory  de- 
vise, so  far  as  she  was  concerned,  could  not  take  effect 
to  deprive  her  of  any  interest,  but  it  would  become  an 
indefeasible  interest  in  her  if  it  ever  vested  in  her  at 
all.  This  was  an  executory  devise,  and  she  left  Sir 
William  Ingilby,  her  brother,  her  heir  at  law.  He  died 
in  May,  1854,  without  leaving  any  children  surviving 
him,  and  thereupon  Elizabeth  entered  into  possession 
of  the  Kettlethorpe  estates. 


Upon  the  death  of  Sir  William  Ingilby,  the  present 
claimants  and  Elizabeth  were  his  co-heirs  at  law,  being 
either  sisters  or  the  issue  of  sisters.  Elizabeth  died  on 
the  15th  of  June,  1854,  and  thereupon -lii^rM^ia  came 
into  possession  of  the  Kettlethorpe  estates,  and  the 
executory  devise  took  effect  in  Diana  and  her  heirs, 
Diana  being  then  dead  the  claimants  were  her  heirs  at 
law. 


The  question  is,  whether  this  estate  passed  under 
the  will  which  Sir  William  Ingilby  made ;  and  I  have 
not  the  slightest  doubt  it  passed   by  his  will.    T^^ 

question 
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question  is,  whether  Sir  William  Ingxlly  had  power,  1856. 
by  deed  or  will,  to  dispose  of  this  executory  interest, 
which  was  vested  in  Diana,  and  which  had  descended 
to  him  as  heir  at  law.  It  is  admitted  in  argument, 
that  what  is  descendible  is  devisable;  that  a  property 
that  can  descend  can  pass  by  will ;  but  then  it  is  said, 
that  this  was  not  descendible,  in  the  sense  in  which 
that  word  is  used  as  applicable  to  cases  of  this  de- 
scription ;  namely,  that  although  it  was  descendible  to 
heirs,  yet  it  was  not  descendible  to  the  heirs  general 
of  Sir  If'illiam  Ingilby,  but  that  it  was  descendible,  in 
fact,  to  the  heirs  of  Diana,  if  there  were  a  distinction 
between  them ;  that  the  persons  who  would  take  would, 
in  fact,  take  it  only  as  the  heirs  of  Diana  ;  and,  that, 
therefore,  it  was  not  descendible,  in  such  a  sense,  as  to 
give  him  the  power  of  devising  it. 

In  my  opinion,  the  word  is  used  in  this  sense : — that 
the  word  '^  descendible  "  is  applicable  to  what  is  the 
quality  of  the  estate  or  interest  in  its  inception,  and  that 
if  it  is  descendible,  then  it  is  a  descendible  interest 
throughout  the  whole  line  of  persons  who  take  it  and 
all  the  limitations ;  and  that  this  was  a  descendible  or 
devisable  interest  in  Diana  in  fact  is  not  disputed ;  it 
is  settled,  by  a  great  variety  of  cases,  and  it  is  really 
not  at  all  a  matter  in  dispute*  She  died  in  1841.  This 
interest,  such  as  it  was,  then  passed  from  her  to  her 
heir  at  law,  and,  in  my  opinion,  it  passed  to  her  heir 
at  law  exactly  in  the  same  way  as  it  came  from  her. 
It  was  not  affected  or  altered  by  the  transmission.  It 
was,  in  point  of  fact,  a  descendible  and  devisable  in- 
terest in  her,  and  if  so,  it  was  the  same  thing  in 
him.  I 'look  at  it  both  under  the  old  law  and  under 
the  new  law ;  that  is,  how  it  may  be  varied  by  the  Sta- 
tute altering  the  law  of  inheritance,  which  passed  in  the 

VOL.  XXI.  Q  Q  third 
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third  and  fourth  years  of  the  reign  of  King  WlUiai^ 
the  Fourth,  and  bow  it  was  before  that  time. 

It  18  said,  undoubtedly,  that  if  Sir  William  Jngi!^^ 
had  died  in  testa  te>  this  interest  would  have  passed    — s 
the  heir  of  J>iana^  and  not  to  the  betr  of  Sir  WlUkz^^ 
Ingilbtf,    That  undoubtedly  is  true;  but  this  does  n^^:. 
in  tny  opinion,  make  auy  difTerenee.     By  the  law  befci^j 
the  statute  of  in  hen  ta  tic  e,  in  matters  which  were  capa\^j 
of  seisin,  it  was  always  traced  back  to  the  persou  I^^ 
seised ;   but  in  estates  iucapable  of  seisin,  such  as    n^^ 
mainders  and  reversions,  it  was  traced  back  to  the  fasi 
purchaser,  and  thus  it  is  contended,  that  ai;  this  interest 
was  not  descendible  to  the  heir  of  Sir  William  IngiJh^f 
it  was  not  devisable  by  him. 

It  is  to  be  observed  to  what  this  would  lead*  i 
suggested  the  difficulty  to  Mr.  Solicitor^Generalj  wh*ui 
he  was  arguing  it  before  me,  but  met  with  no  satisfacloiy 
answer. 


This  rule  of  descent  is  not  confined  to  contingent 
interests,  for  vested  interests  in  remainder  and  reversion 
are  exactly  in  the  same  situation,  and  yet  no  one  ever 
supposed,  that  a  person  who  became  entitled,  by  descent, 
to  a  vested  interest  in  remainder,  or  to  a  reversion  ex- 
pectant upon  the  decease  of  a  tenant  for  life,  was  totally 
unable  to  dispose  of  such  interest  either  by  deed  or  by 
will,  or,  in  other  words,  was  unable  to  grant  or  devise 
it.  The  argument  for  the  Defendants  has  not  pointed 
out  any  distinction  between  contingent  or  vested  inter- 
ests, nor,  in  fact,  did  their  argument  affect  to  do  so, 
and  the  argument  fails,  unless  it  goes  to  this  extent:— 
that  if  there  had  been  a  vested  reversion  in  fee  in 
Diana,  expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the  pre- 
vious 
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Tioas  life  estate^  which  had  not  fallen  into  possession  1856. 
during  her  life,  and  had  not  been  disposed  of  by  her, 
then,  under  the  old  law,  Sir  William  Ingilby^  her  heir 
at  law  at  her  death,  could  not  have  disposed  of  it,  either 
by  deed  or  will :  a  doctrine  which  is  not  only  directly 
opposed  to  all  authority,  but  which  is  inconsistent  with 
every  principle  of  real  property.  In  fact,  under  the  old 
law,  there  really  could  be  no  question  respecting  it,  and 
Mr.  Solicitor' General  admitted  it  to  be  so,  and  felt  the 
difficulty  very  strongly.  I  admit  that  Mr.  Baily  felt, 
that  if  be  admitted  that,  he  admitted  the  whole  case 
against  him;  and  he  was  compelled  to  contend,  that 
even  under  the  old  law,  it  would  not  have  that  effect. 
But  in  point  of  fact,  this  admission  and  this  refusal  to 
admit,  in  my  opinion,  merely  shew  the  extreme  diffi* 
culty  that  Counsel  are  under,  when  they  are  compelled 
to  argue  a  case,  in  support  of  which  there  is  so  little 
real  argument  to  be  given. 

How  does  the  matter  stand  under  the  new  statute  ? 
The  statute  of  the  3rd  &  4th  Will.  4,  c.  106.  lays  down 
this : — the  law  was  different  on  the  subject,  as  I  have 
already  said,  in  those  cases  in  which  there  was  a 
seisin  of  property,  and  in  those  cases  in  which  there 
was  no  seisin,  and  it  was  considered  very  desirable  to 
assimilate  the  law  on  that  subject,  and,  accordingly, 
the  new  statute  has  altered  the  law  of  inheritance  in 
this  respect,  and  has  endeavoured  to  assimilate  the 
law,  both  with  regard  to  matters  capable  of  seisin, 
and  the  law  as  applied  to  matters  incapable  of  seisin. 
Accordingly,  it  enacts,  that  if  an  estate  in  possession 
descend  on  the  heir  of  a  purchaser,  and  he  does  not 
deal  with  it  in  any  manner  whatsoever,  and  then  dies 
intestate,  it  will  descend,  not  upon  his  heir,  but  upon 
the  heir  of  the  purchaser.  That  is  what  the  statute  has 
enacted.  The  recommendation  of  the  Real  Property 
Q  Q  2  Commissioners 
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Commissioners  undoubtedly  waia,  that  the  law  ahoul 
asstmilated  in  this  way,  that  the  heir  of  the  last  person. 
entitled  gbould  be  the  persoa  to  take,  but  the  legiil^^ 
ture  did  not  think  fit  to  adopt  that  course,  but  enaet^^^ 
that  it  should  always  be  referred  to  the  heir  of  the  li^^ 
purchaser.     The  old  rule  undoubtedly  was  (and  tka^^ 
waB  referred  to  by  Mr.  Solicitor- General)  scisina  ft^cff 
stlpitem;    but  that  old  rule  ie  put  an  end    to  by  titf 
statute,  because  in  all  cases,  whether  there  is  seisin  q^ 
not,  it  makes  it  go  to  the  heir  at  law  of  the  last  pimS 
chaser.    Therefore,  in  my  opinion,  this  statu te>  if  it  has 
any  bearing  upon  the  cat^e,  has  rather  a  bearing  un- 
favourable to  the    Defendants,  for  it  could   not  have 
intended  to  prevent  a  person  who  inherited  an  esUte  ia 
fee  simple  in  possession  from  selling  or  devising  tbtt 
estate,  and  yet,  it  is  argued,  that  as  regards  interests 
which  are  incapable  of  seisin,  it   has  that  effect,  by 
taking  away  the  descendible  character,  and  it  is  obrlous^ 
that  if  it  takes  away  the  descendible  character  in  one 
case,  it   takes   away  the  descendible  character  iu  the 
other   case.     The   answer   is,  that   it  is  a  descendible 
estate  in  both  cases,  but  that  the  descent  is  traced  to 
the  heir  of  the  first  purchaser,  and  not  the  heir  of  tlie 
person  last  seised,  or  the  person  last  entitled,  whether 
it  be  a  matter  capable  of  seisin,  or  a  matter  incapable  of 
seisin. 


The  question  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  is  really  dis- 
posed of.  But  if  there  were  any  doubts  at  all  about  it, 
it  appears  to  me,  that  the  Wills  Act  (a)  disposes  of  any 
doubt  or  question  upon  that  subject,  for  the  third  sec- 
tion expressly  meets  this  particular  case.  It  says, '*  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  every  person  to  devise  all  real  es- 
tate which  he  shall  be  entitled  to,  either  at  law  or  in 

equity, 
(a)  1  Vict.  c.  26. 
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equity,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  which  if  not  so 
devised,  bequeathed  or  disposed  of,  would  devolve  upon 
the  heir  at  law  or  customary  heir,  as  if  he  became  en- 
titled by  descent  of  his  ancestor,  executor,  or  adminis- 
trator." Therefore  it  exactly  meets  the  case.  It  is  not 
merely  those  cases  which  would  go  to  his  heir  at  law, 
but  those  to  which  he  became  entitled  by  the  descent  of 
his  ancestor ;  and  the  latter  part  of  the  same  section 
expressly  extends  the  provision  and  the  power  of  de- 
vising to  all  contingent,  executory  and  other  future 
interests  in  any  real  estate.  I  therefore  consider,  that 
this  question  is  free  from  doubt,  that  it  is  settled  over 
and  over  again  in  various  modes,  that  the  contrary 
cannot,  on  any  principle  of  law  or  equity,  or  on  any 
reported  decision,  be  maintained,  and  that  the  devisees 
under  the  will  of  Sir  William  Ingilby  must  take. 


1866. 
Inoilbt 

V. 

Amcotts. 


The  only  other  question  is,  whether  the  words  of 
Sir  William  Ingilbtfs  will  are  sufficiently  large  to  carry 
it ;  but  it  was  not  seriously  argued,  that  they  were  not 
sufficiently  large.  The  words  are,  "  all  his  real  estate 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,"  which  clearly  would  in- 
clude every  devisable  interest  which  he  had  in  real 
estate,  and,  in  my  opinion,  this  point  is  disposed  of. 


I  forbear  to  comment  upon  any  question  as  to  the 
estate  being  such,  in  the  cases  that  were  referred  to, 
that  he  himself  never  could  have  had  any  benefit  per- 
sonally of  this  devise,  by  reason  of  this  circumstance : — 
that  the  limitation  in  favour  of  Diana  could  not  take 
effect  until  after  his  death  and  the  failure  of  his  issue, 
because,  in  my  opinion,  though  such  a  circumstance 
may  sometimes  be  made  use  of  in  construing  the  mean- 
ing of  a  testator  in  a  will,  where  he  gives  certain  direc- 
tions, yet  it  can  have  no  effect  whatever  in  qualifying 
or  altering  the  interest  which  a  man  takes  in  law. 

Consequently, 
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Consequently,  I  am  prepared  to  make  a  declaration, 
that  the  devisees  of  Sir  William  IngUby  took  an  interest 
in  the  Harrington  and  Fisherton  estates  upon  the  death 
of  Elizabeth^  when  Avgusta  became  entitled  in  posses- 
sion to  the  Kettletkorpe  estates. 


^«^*  !»•  FROST  V.  MOULTON. 

AprU  4. 
Where  one  of    TN  this  case — 
several  part-       JL 

with  arranger      ^^*  -^*  Palmer  and  Mr.  Roxburgh  appeared  for  the 
forasub-pjurt-  Plaintiff, 
nership,  it  u 

plied,  in  the  Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Southgate,  for  the  Defendant 

absence  of  any 

M^reement,  Mr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply, 

that  the  dura-  '  ^  ^ 

partnership  is        ^^^  MASTER  of  the  RoLLS  reserved  j  udgment. 
to  be  co-exten- 
sive with  the  — — — — ^^ 

nerahip.  ^^^'  ^*^  M  ASTER  of  the  RoLLS.                                                    ^ ' 

werepwtners  "^^^^  ^*  ^  ^^'^  ^^  obtain  an  account  of  partnership 

for  four  years  transactions  from  the  Uth  of  May,  1850,  to  the  20th 

and  A,  aiid  c!  ^^  November ,  1851,  and  also  to  have  the  benefit  of  an 

''ra^^^'^r^  agreement  of  20th  November,  1861,  by  virtue  of  which, 

A,  put  an  end  the  Plaintiff  alleges,  that  he  either  retired  or  was  ex* 

wirtnereWp  c'^ded  from  the  partnership,  and  thereupon  became  en- 

with  C.  They  titled  to  600/.  The  case  depends  wholly  on  the  evidence, 

and  A.  drew      ^^^9  >°  '^y  opinion,  presents  little  difficulty. 

np  this  docu*  The 

ment:  '*  Mr. 

C.  to  receive  three^sixteenths  of  the  X.  Mill  during  the  present  partnership  of  J.  ^ 

B.;   if  Mr.  C,  enters  into  any  other  business  before,  to  renounce  his  interest  abore- 

mentioned,  and  to  receive  500/.  as  a  quit  claim."     It  was  taken  to  a  solicitor  to  drav 

a  formal  agreement,  who  said  it  was  too  vague  to  act  upon,  and  both  parties  differta 

as  to  its  construction.     Held^  that  it  was  not  a  final  concluded  agreement,  vtu^'' 

could  be  enforced. 
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The  Defendant  and  PlaintifT,  before  1850,  had  car-  1866. 
ried  on  business  as  India  rubber  manufacturers  at  King^ 
Stan  Mills,  near  Bradford  in  Wiltshire.  The  Plaintiff 
bad  no  interest  in  the  capital,  but  received,  by  parol 
agreement,  one-fourth  of  the  profits  as  a  remuneration 
for  his  services.  This  arrangement  was  terminated  in 
1850.  In  May,  1850,  the  Defendant  entered  into  a 
partnership  by  deed  with  three  persons  of  the  name  of 
Rider,  the  term  was  expressly  stated  to  be  for  four 
years,  the  Defendant  took  thirteen-sixteenths  and  the 
aiders  three-sixteenths  of  the  profits.  When  this  had 
been  concluded,  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  agreed,  by 
parol,  that  the  Plaintiff  should  become  a  partner  with 
the  Defendant  in  his  shares  in  this  way  : — that  Plaintiff 
was  to  have  no  interest  in  the  capital,  but  that  he  was 
to  have  three  of  the  Defendant's  thirteen-sixteenths  of 
the  profits. 

The  first  question  is,  how  long  this  sub-partnership 
was  to  last.  [His  Honor  here  read  the  Plaintiff's 
evidence.l  The  Plaintiff  now  contends,  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  stipulation  as  to  time,  the  agreement 
between  him  and  Defendant  must  be  taken,  either  by 
operation  of  law  or  by  necessary  implication,  to  last  the 
exact  time  of  the  partnership  with  the  Riders.  It  is 
difficult,  however,  to  understand  how,  in  the  face  of  the 
Plaintiff's  evidence  I  have  read,  he  can  maintain  this 
claim.  The  evidence  seems  pointedly  to  exclude  his 
claim  being  put  on  the  ground  of  any  agreement,  either 
expressed  or  understood,  between  himself  and  the  De- 
fendant. It  is  obvious  that  this  claim  is  wholly  inca- 
pable of  being  supported.  The  law  has  no  operation 
or  effect  on  such  a  matter,  except  as  it  is  the  subject  of 
contract;  the  agreement,  whatever  it  was,  and  that 
alone,  binds  the  parties.  It  might  possibly,  in  many 
cases,  be  inferred,  as  a  matter  of  evidence,  that  in  a 

case 


698  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1856.  case  where  one  of  two  partners  makes  a  sub-partnership 
with  a  third  person  in  his  share  of  the  profits,  the  sub- 
partnership  is  to  be  co-extensive  with  the  original  part- 
nership, although,  unless  the  power  of  introducing  a 
fresh  partner  was  stipulated  for,  by  some  express  clause 
in  the  partnership  articles,  or  sanctioned  by  the  other  of 
the  two  original  partners,  it  would  be  difficult  to  sec 
how  he  could  be  bound.  But  this  sanction,  I  assume, 
was  obtained  in  the  present  case.  Still  such  an  implied 
duration  of  the  partnership  must  be  by  mutual  under- 
standing between  the  partners  ;  the  mere  fact  that  the 
subject  matter  of  the  partnership  has  a  particular  dura- 
tion, does  not,  as  a  matter  of  course,  create  that  impli- 
cation in  the  absence  of  any  agreement,  express  or  im- 
plied. This  is  laid  down  in  Crawshay  v.  Maule(a),  and 
many  other  cases. 

The  only  question  here  is,  was  this  period  of  four 
years  understood,  by  both  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  to 
be  the  period  of  the  partnership  between  them  ?  Both 
Plaintiff  and  Defendant  positively  swear  that  the  time 
was  not  limited  ;  the  duration  of  the  partnership  cannot 
be  both  limited  and  unlimited.  If  it  be  contended,  that 
the  difficulty  is  to  be  surmounted  by  saying,  that  it  was 
to  last  four  years  at  least,  and  as  much  longer  as  they 
pleased,  that  is  limiting  the  partnership  to  four  years, 
beyond  that  time  it  is  nothing,  it  merely  depends  on  the 
will  of  the  parties.  The  further  duration,  at  the  option 
of  the  parties,  always  exists  in  the  case  of  a  partner- 
ship, the  duration  of  which  is  limited  to  a  fixed  period. 
Here  it  is  expressly  sworn,  on  both  sides,  that  it  was 
not  limited.  It  is  impossible,  therefore,  to  admit  the 
argument,  that,  in  spite  of  this  evidence  on  both  sides, 
the  partnership  was  to  last  at  least  four  years. 

This  being  the  state  of  things  on  the  14th  Novemhefj 

1851, 

(a)*  1  Swamt,  495. 
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1851,  the 'Defendant  writes  to  the  Plaintiff  to  put  an  end 
to  the  arrangement ;  thereupon  a  meeting  takes  place 
between  them :  and  the  next  question  is,  whether  any 
agreement  was  then  come  to  between  them,  of  which 
this  Court  can  now  give  the  Plaintiff  the  benefit. 

The  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  met  on  the  20th  Novem^ 
beVy  1851 ;  the  Defendant  wrote  a  memorandum,  which 
18  Exhibit  (G.),  and  gave  it  to  the  Plaintiff  to  take  it  to 
Mr.  Biishy  the  solicitor  of  the  firm,  to  draw  up  in  the 
shape  of  a  formal  agreement.  Mr.  Snsh  said  it  was 
too  vague  to  act  upon,  and  that  he  must  see  the  De- 
fendant and  obtain  instructions  from  him.  He  does  so, 
and  prepares  another  and  distinct  document,  which  the 
Plaintiff  objects  to.  Nothing  is  signed,  and  in  Decem- 
ber, 1851,  the  Plaintiff  is  excluded  from  the  partner- 
ship. The  question  here  is,  does  Exhibit  (6.)  constitute 
a  binding  agreement  on  both  parties,  which  this  Court 
can  enforce  or  give  the  Plaintiff  the  benefit  of. 

It  is  in  these  words  : — "  Mr.  Frost  to  receive  three- 
sixteenths  of  the  Kingston  Mill,  during  the  present  part- 
nership of  S.  M,  and  Company,  If  Mr.  Frost  enters  into 
any  other  business  before,  to  renounce  his  interest  above 
mentioned^  and  to  receive  5001.  as  a  quit  claim. ^*  Was 
this  an  agreement  buying  the  departure  of  the  Plaintiff 
from  the  existing  partnership,  or  was  it  a  new  agreement 
about  to  be  entered  into,  as  to  the  terms  on  which  the 
Plaintiff  was  to  continue  or  become  a  partner  in  the 
then  existing  concern  ? 

I  am  of  opinion,  both  from  the  contents  of  the  docu- 
ment itself,  and  from  the  evidence  of  the  parties,  that  it 
was  not  the  former,  that  is,  an  agreement  by  which  the 
Plaintiff  was  to  be  bought  out  The  Plaintiff  had  no 
right  or   power  to  continue  in  the  concern,  and  his 

quitting 


1856. 


quitting  it  was  not  a  matter  which  it  was  necessary 
to  purchase,  It  formed  no  eoosiderattou^  and  the  De- 
fendant distinctly  swears,  that  he  never  witbdrew  his 
claim  and  assertion  of  right  to  dismiss  the  Plaintiff 
from  the  partnership.  Neither  is  it  put  by  the  PJaintiff| 
in  his  evidence,  as  a  mode  of  purchasing  bis  absence; 
he  treats  it  as  a  new  agreement  regulating  his  mode  of 
continuing  in  the  partnership,  and  superseding  the  old 
one. 


Looking  st  it  in  the  latter  point  of  view,  m.,  as  m 
agreement  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  PlaintiiT  should 
continue  or  become  a  partner,  the  former  agreement 
being  superseded,  the  question  is^  was  it  a  concluded 
agreement,  or  was  it  a  mere  basis  for  the  purpose  of 
discussing  the  terms  of  an  agreement  to  be  entered 
into?  The  document  itself  is  ambiguous;  the  Plaiu- 
tiff  and  Defendant  disagree  as  to  the  construction  to  be 
put  on  it,  and  their  meaning  when  it  was  entered  into; 
the  words,  "  other  business,"  are  said  by  the  Defendant 
to  mean  any  business  other  than  that  of  manufacturing 
India  rubber.  The  Plaintiff  says,  it  means  any  business 
other  than  that  carried  on  at  the  Kingston  Mills.  On 
the  evidence,  I  think  that  it  was  not  a  concluded  agree- 
ment, but  that  it  was  nothing  more  than  terms  agreed 
on  between  the  Plaintifi*  and  Defendant,  as  a  basis  on 
which  to  settle  the  terms  of  an  agreement,  which  was 
thereafter  to  be  settled ;  but  which,  in  consequence  of 
disagreement,  has  never  been  settled.  It  was  nothing 
more  than  a  settlement  of  the  footing  on  which  they 
were  to  treat. 


The  Plaintiff's  account  of  it  is  this : — he  says,  our 
differences  were  so  far  modified  as  to  lead  to  terms, 
which  were  reduced  into  writing.  It  was  not  signed,  it 
does  not  seem  by  either  party  to  have  been  treated,  at 

the 
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the  time,  as  anything  concluded.    The  Plaintiff  says,        1S56. 
he  took  it  to  Mr.  Busk  as  instructions  for  an  agree-      "^^^/^^ 
ment.    The  Defendant,  in  his  evidence,  states,  that  he        ^^^" 
made  a  proposal,  which,  he  says,  was  accepted  by  the     Moulto«. 
Plaintiff.     If  the  case  were,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  ac*- 
cepted  the  agreement,  according  to  the  Defendant's  con- 
struction, and  came  now  for  the  performance  of  it,  I 
should  have  held  him  entitled  to  it,  and  the  Defendant 
bound ;  but  the  Plaintiff  at  the  time  repudiated,  and 
still  repudiates,  the  agreement,  according  to  the  con- 
struction put  upon  it  by  the  Defendant;  and  it  is  but 
proper  to  observe,  that,  according  to  the  construction 
which  the  Plaintiff  puts  on  it,  and  if  I  am  right  in  my 
opinion  that  the  first  agreement  was  not  limited  as  to 
duration,  the  agreement  was  without  consideration,  and 
merely  gave  the  Plaintiff  a  right  to  receive  600/.  at  any 
time  he  pleased,  without  giving  anything  whatever  in 
return  for  it. 

The  document  was  no  sooner  written,  than  differences 
arose,  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  as  to  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  to  be  come  to  between  them 
and  as  to  the  construction  of  the  Exhibit  (G.);  and 
these  differences  have  prevented  any  agreement  from 
being  drawn  up  and  signed  between  them.  All  this, 
in  my  opinion,  shews,  that  (G.)  was  not  a  binding  or 
concluding  contract,  and  that  no  concluded  agreement 
was  come  to  between  them.  The  difference  on  this 
subject  appears  to  have  existed  from  the  beginning,  the 
Defendant  throughout  asserting,  that  he  did  not  mean 
what  the  Plaintiff  says  he  did,  and  treating  it  merely  as 
proposals.  It  was  so  treated  throughout  by  Mr.  Bush, 
the  solicitor  applied  to.  Besides  this,  it  is  old  matter,  for 
the  contest  arose  immediately  after  the  month  of  No- 
vember, 1851,  and  continued  until  the  present  time ;  and 
the  only  question  now  is,  if  Mr.  Bush  had  prepared  a 

formal 


formal  agreement  in  accordance  with  the  PlamtiflTs 
construction  of  Exhibit  (G,),  and  if  the  Defendant  had 
refused  to  execute  it,  and  had  insisted  that  he  had 
entered  into  no  such  agreement,  could  I  compel  him 
now  to  execute  and  perform  it?  I  am  of  opinion  that  I 
could  not. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  the  relief  asked  in  the  first  part  of  the  prayer 
of  his  bill,  viz»,  the  account  of  the  partnership  transao- 
tions  from  the  lUh  of  Ma^f  1850,  up  to  the  end  of 
Nommher^  1851,  but  that  he  i&  not  entitled  to  the  sum 
of  500/.,  which  he  insists  npon^  on  the  assumption  that 
the  Exhibit  (G.),  the  memorandum  written  by  the  De- 
fendant^ was  a  concluded  agreement,  to  be  construed 
according  to  the  Plaintiff  s  interpretation ;  and,  as  the 
Defendant  swears,  that  he  has  always  been  ready  to 
account  for  the  profits  up  to  the  14th  of  Navember^ 
1861,  which  is  not  contradicted,  and  as  the  remaining 
space  of  sixteen  days,  from  14th  November  to  30th  No- 
vember, has  not  been  the  occasion  of  this  suit,  I  must 
direct  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit  up  to  and 
including  the  hearing,  but  not  the  subsequent  costs. 


I 
I 
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Jan.  23, 25, 26, 

BLAKE  V.  MOWATT.  ,  29 

April  5. 

MR.  JR.  Palmer  J  Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Erskine,  for  The  Plaintiff 
the  Plaintiff.  *°^  Defendant 

were  directors 
in  a  railway 

The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  R.  Bethell),  Mr.  Lloj/d,  pSffwa?"* 

Mr.  Cairns  and  Mr.  Cottrell,  for  the  Defendant.  desirous  of  ob- 

taining 1,000 
'•unallotted" 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply,  referred  to  Evans  v.  Bick-  "hares,  in  order 
■^  "^  to  promote  its 

nell  (a) ;  Gillett  v.  Peppercorne  (6).  success.    The 

Defendant 
clandestinely 
TAtf  Master  o/  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment.  caused  l,ooo 

of  his  own 
"allotted" 
shares  to  be 
transferred  to 

5.       The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls.  TheSJ 

This  is  a  suit  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  setting  f^  July  IS53^ 
aside  the  transfer  of  one  hundred  shares  in  a  railway  butwasdis- 
company,  called,  "  The  Portsmouth  Railway  Company,"  j„„g^  1354 

intended  to  connect  Godalming  with  Portsmouth,  taken  ^^  ^}\^i^^^ 

,     ,  .  was  filed  in 

by  and  transferred  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  which  shares  November  foU 

belonged,  at  the  tioie  of  the  transaction,  to  the  De-  ^^^^11  Id^* 

fendant.  that  the  trans- 

action was 
void,  and  set 
The  project  was  set  on  foot  in  1852.     The  Plain-  it  aside,  and 

tiff  and  Defendant  were  both  directors  of  the  company,  been  no  la- 
the Plaintiff  had  subscribed  for  250,  the  Defendant  for  *^^®"* 
1,000,  and  he  had,  in  addition,  bought  1,000  scrip  cer- 
tificates in  the  market,  and  was  also  the  chairman  of 
the  company.  On  the  8th  July,  1853,  the  act  passed 
establishing  the  company,  and  authorizing  the  forma- 
tion 
(fl)  6  Ves.  174.  (6)  3  Beao.  78. 
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tion  of  the  railway.  A  week  previously,  to*,  og  the  ht 
of  Jul^f  1853,  when  the  passing  of  the  Act  was  certaio, 
a  committee  of  three  directors  was  appointed  to  endea- 
vour to  place  the  unallotted  shares.  The  directors  who 
composed  this  committee  were,  the  Plaintiff',  the  De- 
fendant and  Mr.  Carter,  The  first  meeting  of  tbie 
committee  took  place  the  day  after  the  passiog  of  the 
Act,  but  Mr.  Carter  did  not  attend  it,  the  only  persons 
present  were  the  Plaintiff'  and  the  Defendant,  and  Mr. 
iZoy,  the  secretary  of  the  company. 

The  result  of  this  case  depends  on  what  took  pkee 
on  that  day  at  and  subsequent  to  the  meeting.  The 
Plaintiff'  alleges,  that  for  the  sake  of  benefiting  the 
company,  and  to  dispose  of  unallotted  shares,  he  con- 
sented to  take  1,000  more  of  such  unallotted  shares,  pro- 
vided he  was  allowed  a  month  or  six  weeks  to  enable 
him  to  dispose  of  them  amonggt  his  friends^  and  before 
he  should  be  called  upon  for  the  payment  of  any  depo- 
sit in  respect  of  them.  The  fact  is,  that  no  unallotted 
shares  were  given  to  the  Plaintiff*,  but  1,000  of  the 
shares  of  the  Defendant,  either  already  allotted  to  him, 
or  which  had  been  allotted  to  others  and  purchased  by 
him  in  the  market,  were  transferred  to  the  Plainti6f. 
The  Plaintiff" says,  that  this  fact  was  unknown  to  him; 
that  it  was  concealed  from  him  by  the  Defendant,  and 
that  if  the  fact  had  been  known  to  him,  he  would  not 
have  taken  any  of  such  shares. 


I 

I 
4 


The  Defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  contends,  that  the 
Plaintiff'  wished  to  buy  shares,  and  that  although  the 
fact  that  the  shares  he  bought  were  the  property  of  the 
Defendant  was  concealed  from  him,  yet  that  this  was 
immaterial,  inasmuch  as  one  set  of  shares  was  as  good 
as  another. 


The 
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The  first  thing  to  be  ascertained  is  what  took  place        1856. 
on  the  9th  of  July,  1853.     IThe  Master  of  the  Rolls 
here  read  the  account  given  of  itJ] 

The  Plaintiff  agreed  to  take  the  1,000  additional 
shares,  and  on  the  2l8t  of  July,  1853,  he  gave  a  cheque, 
dated  the  21st  of  August,  1853,  for  the  sum  of  2,1002., 
the  deposit  upon  them,  to  Mr.  JRoy,  who  paid  that 
cheque  into  the  bankers  of  the  company,  viz.,  the  Lon-' 
don  and  Westminster  Bank,  who  were  also  his  own 
bankers,  to  his  own  credit;  and  on  the  following  day, 
the  22nd  of  July,  1853,  he  gave  a  cheque,  dated  the 
22nd  of  August,  1853,  for  the  same  amount  to  the  De- 
fendant, who  paid  that  cheque  into  his  own  bankers. 

The  Defendant  first  contests  the  fact  alleged  by  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  manner  I  have  already  stated.  He  cob* 
tends  next,  that,  if  the  fact  be  so,  the  Plaintiff  has  sus* 
tained  no  injury,  because  one  set  of  1,000  shares  is  as 
good  as  another,  and  that,  at  all  events,  he  intended  to 
increase  his  stake  in  the  concern  to  that  extent.  If  he 
fails  in  this  contention,  he  contends,  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  barred  by  acquiescence  and  laches,  and  in  support 
thereof,  he  contends,  that  what  took  place  at  the  subse- 
quent meeting  of  the  board  of  directors,  and  also  his 
possession  of  the  scrip  certificates,  must  have  revealed 
to  him  the  fact,  that  the  shares  transferred  to  him  were 
not  unallotted  shares,  and  that  in  a  matter  varying  so 
much  in  value,  fi*om  day  to  day,  as  railway  shares,  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  Plaintiff  to  bring  forward  his  claim  at 
the  earliest  moment. 

On  the  first  point,  as  to  the  question  of  fact,  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion,  after  a  perusal  of  the  whole  evi- 
dence, that  the  only  offer  made  by  the  Plaintiff  was  to 
take  unallotted  shares,  and  that  the  Defendant  substi- 
tuted 
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tuted  hig  own  gb^raa  in  the  place  of  unallotted  sh^reS| 
without  the  knowledge  and  contrary  to  the  belief  of 
the  Plaintiff. 

The  reasons  for  the  conelusion  which  I  have  drawn 
from  the  evidence  before  ine^  on  this  part  of  the  case, 
are  to  be  found  in  the  following  circumstances^  which 
are  eBtablished  in  evidence*  In  the  first  place,  it  is 
clearly  shewn  that  it  was  considered  by  the  directors  to 
be  a  matter  of  great  importance  for  the  success  of  the 
undertaking,  to  induce  the  public  to  entertain  a  favour- 
able opinion  of  it,  and,  for  this  purpose,  to  be  able  to 
announce  to  the  public,  in  the  report  to  be  made  on  the 
occasion  of  the  first  general  meeting  to  be  held  after  the 
passing  of  the  Act,  that  all  the  shares  had  been  allotted* 
This  meeting  was  to  be  held  on  the  29th  of  */ei/y,  1853* 
A  committee  of  three  directors  was  formed  for  tbe  pur- 
pose of  placing  the  shares,  and  of  enabling  the  company 
to  make  the  desired  announcement,  Tbe  Defendant 
was  a  member  of  tins  committee,  and  his  letter  to  Mr 
Roy,  on  the  19th  Juli/y  1853,  speaks  of  the  great  im- 
portance of  accomplishing  this  object,  and  shews  the 
value  he  attached  to  it.  The  evidence  also  shews,  that 
the  directors  resorted  to  various  expedients  to  enable 
them  to  make  the  qualified  announcement  which  is 
contained  in  the  general  report. 

It  is  impossible  to  read  the  account  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  directors,  without  seeing,  that  it  was 
considered,  as  I  have  no  doubt  the  fact  was,  that  it 
would  have  been  beneficial  to  the  undertaking,  if  they 
could  have  announced,  at  that  meeting,  that  every 
share  had  been  allotted,  and  the  deposits  paid  on  each 
of  them. 


I  see  then  a  strong  motive,  on  the  part  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, 
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tiff,  to  subscribe  for  and  take  unallotted  shares,  in 
order  to  assist  the  object  of  the  company,  and  the 
purpose  for  which  the  committee  had  been  appointed. 
I  find  that  the  evidence  of  all  three,  viz.,  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, of  the  Defendant,  and  of  Mr.  Roy^  concurs  in  the 
fact,  that  the  Plaintiff  proposed  or  consented  to  take 
1,000  unallotted  shares  conditionally,  and  I  find  every 
reason  for  accepting,  and  a  total  absence  of  any  motive 
or  reason  for  rejecting  that  offer.  That  offer  must 
either  have  been  rejected,  or  not  rejected.  Assuming 
it  to  have  been  rejected,  I  look  for  any  evidence  to 
shew  that  the  Plaintiff  wished  to  buy  additional  shares 
already  allotted.  I  find  a  total  absence  of  any  such 
evidence,  there  is  not  a  trace  of  any  application  by  the 
Plaintiff  to  Roy  or  to  any  other  person  for  any  such 
purpose ;  there  is  not  a  trace  of  any  proposal  by  Mr. 
Roy  to  the  Plaintiff  to  sell  him  shares ;  Mr.  Roy  was 
not  a  holder  of  shares  to  that  amount ;  it  is  not  sug- 
gested, that  the  Plaintifi*  bought  1,000  shares  from  Mr. 
Royy  believing  them  to  have  been  his  shares.  On  the 
assumption  that  the  Plaintifi^'s  offer  was  rejected,  no  sug- 
gestion is  offered  to  explain  when  or  how  the  first  pro- 
posal to  sell  by  Roy  or  to  buy  by  Plaintifi*  was  made. 
There  is  a  total  absence  of  inquiry  by  the  Plaintiff  as  to 
whose  shares  they  were,  how  Roy  came  to  be  commis- 
sioned to  sell  them,  and  why  the  holder  wished  to 
part  with  them.  In  a  new  undertaking,  in  the  success 
of  which  the  Plaintiff  was  so  much  interested,  and 
which  so  much  depended  on  the  favour  and  good 
opinion  of  the  public,  it  is  reasonable  to  believe,  that 
the  Plaintiff  would  have  done  something,  and  made 
some  inquiry  on  this  subject,  before  purchasing  so  many 
as  1,000  additional  shares,  in  a  manner  which  could 
not  influence  the  price  in  the  market. 


1866. 


That  his  mind  was  pointedly  alive  to  this  subject 
VOL.  XXI.  R  R  is 
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is  ahewa  by  the  subsequent  correspondence  between 
hiuisdf  and  the  Defendant,  in  the  Tollowing  yean  If 
he  hud  made  any  such  inquiries,  it  would  be  scarcely 
possible,  that  no  trace  of  it  should  be  founds  in  the 
documents  and  correspondence  in  evidence  relative  to 
the  mattefp  The  mode  in  which  the  Plaintiff's  condi- 
tional offer  13  said  to  have  been  rejected,  is  highly 
improbable ;  it  is  done  as  if  it  was  obvious  that  it  coultl 
not  be  seriousiy  entertained,  and  yet  it  was  one,  which, 
judging  from  their  conduct  towards  other  sharebofderfl^ 
the  directors  would  have  been  most  happy  to  obtain.  I 
doubt  whether  the  Defendant  would  have  refused,  or 
had  authority  to  refuse,  such  an  offer  without  the  saoc* 
tion  of  the  board.  I  believe  that  it  was  not  rejected. 
If  it  was  not  rejectcdj  the  offer, was  either  accepted  or 
passed  over  without  rejection  or  acceptance,  I  consider 
it  in  either  branch  of  the  alternative.  It  is,  as  I  have 
already  stated,  shewn,  that  the  undertaking  would  have 
benefited  by  the  Plaintiff's  taking  unallotted  shareSj 
and  that  his  object  was  to  advance  the  success  of  the 
undertaking.  If  the  Plaintiff's  offer  was  accepted,  there 
is  an  end  of  the  case.  1  take  then  the  other  branch  of 
the  alternative,  and  I  look  at  the  evidence  of  the  facts, 
on  the  assumption  that  the  offer  was  passed  over  in 
silence  and  without  rejection.  It  is  clear,  in  that  case, 
that  the  Plaintiff  must  have  believed,  that  his  offer  was 
accepted,  and  that  he  was  taking  unallotted  shares,  and 
then  the  whole  matter  and  the  acts  of  all  parties  are 
reconcileable,  probable  and  consistent.  I  see  nothing  to 
rebut  the  conclusion,  that  the  Plaintiff  entertained  this 
belief.  It  is  admitted  by  the  Defendant,  both  in  bis 
evidence  and  in  his  letters,  that  the  fact  that  the  shares 
taken  by  the  Plaintiff  were  the  property  of  the  Defend- 
ant was  concealed  from  the  Plaintiff:  nay  this  was  so 
even  in  the  correspondence  between  the  Defendant  and 
the  Plaintiff  at  the  close  of  the  year  1853.     When  the 

Defendant 
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Defendant  states  bis  desire  to  get  rid  of  some  of  his  1866. 
shares,  he  speaks  of  them  as  if  the  shares  he  had 
bought  in  the  market  at  a  premium  were  still  his,  and 
were  those  which  he  was  desirous  of  disposing  of, 
although  the  fact  was  otherwise :  the  letters  also  of  the 
Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  November^  1853,  and  jPe- 
hruaryy  1854,  shew,  that  he  kept  up  that  belief  in  the 
mind  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  letters  of  the  Plaintiff  in 
answer  shew,  that  he  was  still  under  the  delusion  that 
those  shares  were  still  held  by  the  Defendant,  and  that 
information  of  his  intention  to  part  with  them  alarmed 
him.  This  belief  of  the  Plaintiff  is  also  established 
and  confirmed  by  many  other  circumstances  which  are 
given  in  evidence  amongst  them. 

I  have  therefore  come  to  these  conclusions : — First, 
that  the  Plaintiff  proposed  to  take  1,000  tmaUotted 
shares.  Secondly,  that  that  proposal  was  not  rejected. 
Thirdly,  that  the  Plaintiff  believed  it  to  have  been  ac- 
cepted, and  that  he  acted  on  the  faith  and  in  the  belief 
that  it  was  accepted. 

The  next  and  most  important  proposition,  so  far  as 
the  Defendant  is  concerned,  is  this : — was  the  Defend- 
ant aware  of  all  this,  and  did  he  endeavour  to  substitute 
his  shares  in  the  place  of  those  which  were  to  be 
allotted  to  the  Plaintiff.  That  the  Defendant  knew  the 
three  matters  I  have  already  stated  is,  in  my  opinion, 
proved  beyond  doubt,  and  follows  from  the  evidence  I 
have  referred  to,  which  establish  the  first  two  conclu- 
sions, viz.,  that  the  offer  was  made  by  the  Plaintiff,  and 
that  it  was  not  rejected.  The  question  then  resolves 
itself  into  this  : — did  the  Defendant  take  advantage  of 
that  offer,  to  substitute  his  own  shares  for  the  shares 
which  the  Plaintiff  had  offered  to  take?  The  Defend- 
ant's case  is  this : — that  seeing  that  all  the  shares  would 
R  R  2  be 
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be  placed,  be  ai^ked  Mr-  Roy  to  assist  biro  in  getting 

rid  of  his  1,000  !%bare@,  tbat  Mr  Roy  told  biro  that  he 

o[""       could,  as  he  ki>ew  tbat  the  Plaintiff  wanted  to  hyy 
MowATT,     ehares. 

This  appears  to  me  to  establish  the  substance  of  the 
PlaintiflTs  case.     Why  did  he  interpose  Mr.  Roy  for 
this  purpose,  unless  he  believed  tbutthe  Plaiatifi' would 
not   be  induced  to   take   any  shares   other  than  new 
shares  to  be  allotted?     If  the  Plaintiff  was  to  be  a, 
purchaser  (to  use  the  argument  of  the  Defendant  him- 
self), one  set  of  shares  was  as  good  as  another*    The 
Defendant  and  Plaintiff  were  personal  friends j  and  ap- 
parently on  terms  of  fafniliar  intercourse.     If  Plaintiff 
bought  allotted  shares,  and  merely  wished  to  increase 
his  stake  hi  the  company,  it  would    probably  be  na 
objection  to  himf  that  at  the  same  time  he  obliged  ^ 
friend*     I  am  at  a  loss,  therefore^  to  6nd  a  moti?e  for 
interposing    Mn    Roy   as   an    intermediate    purchaser, 
unless  on  the  ground  and  for  the  purpose  of  concealing 
the  matter  from  the  Plaintiff,  or  any  motive  for  conceal- 
ing the  transaction   from  the   Plaintiff,  unless  on  the 
assumption  that  they  knew  the  Plaintiff  believed  that 
he  was  taking  unallotted  shares.     This  is  confirmed  by 
the  correspondence.     \^His  Honor  referred  to  itJ] 

In  my  opinion,  therefore,  upon  the  statement  and 
evidence  given  by  the  Defendant  himself,  irrespective  of 
Mr.  Roy's  evidence,  it  is  established,  that  the  Defend- 
ant knew  that  the  Plaintiff  believed  that  his  offer  to 
take  1,000  unallotted  shares  on  certain  terms  was  being 
carried  into  effect ;  and  that  he  also  knew  that  Mr.  Rcy 
was  transferring  to  the  Plaintiff  and  without  his  know- 
ledge 1,000  shares  which  had  been  bought  by  and 
belonged  to  the  Defendant.  Did  the  Defendant  believe, 
that  the  Plaintiff  wished   to  acquire  2,000  additional 

shares ; 
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shares;  that  is^  that  he  was  about  to  buy  1,000  shares 
in  addition  to  the  1,000  shares  which  he  had  applied  to 
have  allotted  to  hira?  Obviously  he  did  not.  What 
could  he  then  believe,  but  that  his  own  shares  were  to 
be  substituted  for  the  shares  for  which  the  Plaintiff  had 
applied,  and  which  he  expected  to  receive. 

It  is  stated,  that  the  shares  were  then  at  a  premium 
in  the  market,  and  that  the  Defendant  might,  if  he 
pleased,  have  obtained  that  benefit  by  a  sale  in  the 
ordinary  manner;  but  I  do  not  believe  that  this  was 
possible.  It  is  justly  observed,  with  regard  to  another 
part  of  this  case,  that  the  value  of  such  matters  as  rail- 
way shares  is  very  fluctuating,  and  easily  affected  by 
slight  circumstances ;  the  nominal  price  of  shares  is  oflen 
very  different  from  that  for  which  they  could  actually 
be  sold,  and  few  things  could  be  considered  more  likely 
to  depreciate,  in  public  estimation,  the  shares  of  an  un- 
dertaking, in  its  inception,  than  the  fact  that  the  chair- 
man of  the  board  of  directors  should  sell  1,000  shares 
immediately  afler  the  Act  had  been  obtained. 

It  is  then  contended,  that,  in  truth,  the  Plaintiff  has 
sustained  no  wrong,  and  that,  therefore,  he  is  entitled 
to  no  relief;  that  his  proposal  was  to  take  1,000 
shares  at  par^  that  he  got  1,000  shares  at  par^  and 
that  it  matters  nothing  to  him  whether  the  shares  are 
numbered  by  one  set  of  figures  or  by  another.  The 
observations  I  have  already  made  have,  by  anticipa- 
tion, disposed  of  this  objection.  The  object  of  the 
*  Plaintiff  was  to  benefit  and  advance  the  undertaking, 
by  getting  all  the  shares  allotted ;  the  value  of  this  I 
am  unable  fully  to  estimate,  but  the  evidence  proves, 
that  the  directors  and  the  Plaintiff,  and  particularly 
the  Defendant,  considered  this  to  be  a  matter  of  great 
moment.  What  benefited  and  advanced  the  undertak- 
ing 
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1856. 
v. 


ing  conferred  a  benefit  on  all  the  shareholders,  and  par- 
ticularly on  the  directors,  aad  on  one  like  the  Plaintitf, 
who  for  this  purpose  had  consented  to  embark  so  largely 
iti  tlie  undertaking;. 


The  Plaintiff  was  one  of  the  committee  appointed  ia\ 
further  this  object,  in  order  to  accomplish  it,  he  agrca 
to  take  1,000  additional  shares.  It  cannot  be  reaioU'' 
ably  urged  by  the  Deftfndant,  who  was  also  a  member 
of  that  committees  afid  who  then  urged  the  importaucft 
of  it,  now  to  say  that  this  object  was  a  matter  of 
indifference,  that  it  could  not  have  benefited  the  Plain^ 
tiff,  and  that  he  cannot  comfilain  that,  when  he  thougl 
be  was  accomplishing  or  furthering  this  object,  he  \v 
only  assisting  another  shareholder  to  diminish  the 
amount  of  his  risk  in  the  concern^  by  leaving  tbc 
undertaking  as  it  stood,  and  merely  transferring  ^ 
much  interest  in  the  concern  from  one  person  to  an- 
other- 


I 


in. 

I 


In  my  opinion,  therefore,  if  this  matter  had  been  dis- 
covered and  complained  of  immediately  after  the  trans- 
action had  occurred,  this  Court  would  have  held,  that 
the  substitution  of  the  Defendant's  shares  for  those  in- 
tended to  be  taken  by  the  Plaintiff  was  void,  and  that 
the  transaction  must  be  set  aside. 


But  it  is  alleged,  that  the  Plaintiff  must  have  dis- 
covered this,  or  must  be  taken  to  have  discovered  this 
whole  matter  shortly  afterwards,  and  that  as  he  did  not 
file  his  bill  till  the  4th  of  November,  1854,  he  must  be 
taken  to  have  acquiesced,  or,  if  not,  that  his  delay  in 
such  a  matter  as  railway  shares,  and  his  taking  the 
chances  of  a  rise  in  the  market,  have  bound  him  from 
obtaining  any  relief  from  this  Court.  This  is  a  most 
important  consideration.     I  fully  concur  in  the  conclu- 

gion, 
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sioDy  if  the  facts  which  lead  to  it  be  established.  [His 
Honor  here  referred  to  the  alleged  acts  of  acquiescence, 
and  the  evidence  in  support  of  it.] 

It  isy  I  thinky  made  out  by  the  evideuce,  that  the 
Plaintiff  did  not  examine  or  compare  the  scrip  certi- 
ficates in  question,  until  the  beginning  otJunCy  1854.  I 
feel  myself  bound  to  say,  that,  on  thee  vidence,  I  believe 
that  in  June,  1854,  the  Plaintiff  first  discovered  what 
had  been  the  real  transaction  in  July,  1853. 

On  the  30th  June,  he  writes  to  the  Defendant  to 
complain  of  the  transaction,  and  to  insist  on  its  in- 
validity. From  that  time  there  has  been  no  laches, 
although  some  correspondence  took  place,  and  an 
attempt  to  induce  the  board  of  directors  to  interfere 
in  the  matter,  which  they  manifestly  had  no  power  to 
do,  and  the  bill  is  filed  on  the  4th  November,  following. 
I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  what  occurred  since 
July,  1853,  and  previously  to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  has 
not  debarred  the  Plaintiff  from  obtaining  the  relief  to 
which  he  was  entitled,  arising  out  of  the  original  trans- 
action itself,  or  destroyed  his  right  to  contest,  and  to 
set  it  aside. 


1856. 


It  is  urged,  that  I  ought  not  to  do  so,  because  I 
cannot  replace  the  parties  in  the  situation  in  which  they 
stood  at  the  time ;  that  the  Defendant  might  have  dis- 
posed of  these  shares  in  a  manner  which  the  subsequent 
fall  of  their  prices  will  not  now  permit  him  to  do.  It 
is  no  doubt  true,  that,  in  this  respect,  it  falls  heavily 
on  the  Defendant,  but  all  this  ought  to  have  been  con- 
sidered by  him  before.  It  is  the  leading  principle  of 
the  Equity  administration  in  this  Court,  that  truth  shall 
govern  all  transactions,  and  that  one  who  deludes  another 
in  a  contract,  or  permits  him  to  be  deluded,  and  takes 

advantage 
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1856,       advantage  of  that  delusien,  cannot  afterwards  complain, 
I  ^-^/-^-^      that,  if  the  eou tract  be  set  aside,  he  will  be  in  a  worse 

,  ^  situutioii  than  if  the  contract  had  never  been  entered 

,  Mow  ATT.      into-     Here  the  Pjuintiff  intended  to  enter  into  no  con- 

tractj  but  he  intended  to  do  a  particular  act  by  which  he 
was  to  advance  an  undertaking  in  which  they  were  mu- 
tually interested  :  the  Defendant  takes  ad  vantage  of  the 
knowledge  he  possesses  of  the  intention  of  the  Paiotiff 
to  defeat  the  particular  act  whereby  the  Plaintiff  sought 
to  accomplish  hk  object,  and  to  substitute,  in  the  place 
of  it,  a  mode  of  disposing  of  a  portion  of  his  own  interest 
in  that  undertaking,  In  my  opinion^  that  cannot  be 
permitted  :  the  substitution  could  oniy  be  made  upon 
the  fullest  communication  with  the  PlaintiBT,  and  ample 
notice  to  him  of  what  the  Defendant  intended  and  de- 
sired to  do. 


I  am  compelled  to  declare,  that  the  transaction  was 

void,  and  that  no  valid  transfer  of  the  shares  took  place 
to  the  Plaintiff,  but  that  the  Defendant  must  be  de- 
clared to  be  the  owner  of  these  shares  in  equity,  from 
the  beginning,  and  be  compelled  to  do  all  acts  necessary 
for  making  himself  the  legal  owner  of  them,  in  the 
place  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  accordingly  a  decree 
must  be  made  in  the  terms  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill. 


The  costs  must  follow  the  event. 
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BROWN  t;.  BUTTER. 

rpHIS  was  a  motion  made  by  one  of  several  Defend- 
ants  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution. 
The  bill  was  filed  in  March j  1855,  and  all  the  Defend- 
ants having  answered,  the  Plaintiff  amended  his  bill, 
requiring  answers  from  two  of  the  Defendants,  but  not 
from  the  third.    After  fourteen  days  had  expired, 

Mr.  Jessell  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  third,  to  dismiss 
the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution. 

Mr.  Sauthgate,  contra. 


April  4, 10. 
The  Plaintiiar 
required  A., 
but  not  B.,  to 
answer  the 
amendments, 
B,,  who  did 
not  desire  to 
answer, 
moved  after 
fourteen  dayi 
to  dismiss. 
Held,  that  the 
case  was  not 
within  the 
115th  Order 
of  May,  lSi5. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  case  of  practice,  and  the  question  is  as  to 
the  right  of  the  Defendant,  under  the  circumstances 
which  have  occurred,  to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution. 
The  case  may  be  stated  to  be  to  this  effect :  the  Plaintiff 
files  an  original  bill  against  three  Defendants,  who  all 
answer,  the  Plaintiff  then  amends  his  bill,  and  requires 
an  answer  from  two  of  the  Defendants,  but  none  from  the 
third.  More  than  a  fortnight  having  elapsed,  the  third 
Defendant,  who  himself  does  not  desire  to  answer,  moves 
to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution,  and  claims 
the  benefit  of  the   115th  Order  of  the  8th  of  May, 

1845, 


April  10. 
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1845  (fl).  That  Order  is  to  this  effect:— '*  Where  tie 
Plaintiff  has,  after  answer,  araended  his  bill,  without 
requiiing  an  answer  to  (he  araendments,  any  Defendant 
may"  move  to  dtsmbs  if  the  Plaintiff  does  not  file  t 
replication,  kc,:  — 

**l.  Within  fourteen  days  after  service  of  notice  of 
the  amendment  of  the  bill^  in  cases  where  the  Defendant 
does  not  de&ii"e  to  answer  the  amendments* 

**2,  Within  fourteen  days  after  the  Master's  refusal 
to  allow  further  time,  in  cases  where  the  Defendant 
desires  to  answer. 

"  3.  Within  fourteen  days  after  the  filing  of  the 
answer,  in  cases  where  the  Defendant  has  ptit  in  aa 
answer  to  the  amendment," 

The  Order  specifies  fourteen  days^  if  the  Defendant  is 
not  desirous  of  answering,  and  specifies  fourteen  days 
after  the  answer  in  cases  where  the  Defendant  has 
answered. 


I 

I 


I  am  of  opinion  that  this  Order  is  only  applicable 
where  no  answer  at  all  is  required  from  any  of  the  De- 
fendants. If  it  were  not  so,  the  words  of  the  Order  must 
be  materially  varied.  They  are  "  without  requiring  an 
answer  to  the  amendments." 

If  the  Order  were  not  treated  as  applicable  to  a  case 
where  the  Plaintiff  requires  no  answer  to  the  amend- 
ments, the  words  would  apply  to  a  Defendant  from 
whom  an  answer  is  required,  which  would  be  impossible, 
because  the  Defendant  required  to  answer  might  say, 
"  I  do  not  desire  to  answer  the  amendments,"  and,  under 

the 

(a)  Ordines  Can,  331. 
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the  115th  Order,  s.  1,  ''I  will  move  to  dismiss  your  bill  1856. 
in  a  fortnight,  though  you  require  an  answer  to  it."  It 
is  impossible  to  treat  it  so,  for  it  is  plain  the  effect  would 
be,  that  when  the  Plaintiff  required  an  answer  from 
some  of  the  Defendants,  he  would  be  compelled  to  insist 
upon  having  an  answer  from  all  the  Defendants,  because 
unless  he  did  so,  he  would  be  liable  to  have  his  bill  dis* 
missed  for  want  of  prosecution  at  the  end  of  a  fortnight. 
I  am,  therefore,  clear  that  this  Order  does  not  apply  to 
this  case. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Defendant  alleges,  that  if  this 
Order  does  not  apply,  there  is  no  Order  which  enables  him 
to  move  to  dismiss  the  Plaintiff's  bill  for  want  of  prose- 
cution, and  that  a  Plaintiff  might,  by  collusion  with  a 
friendly  Defendant,  keep  a  suit  hanging  over  the  heads 
of  the  other  Defendants  for  any  length  of  time.  There 
is  great  force  in  this ;  I  admit  I  do  not  find  any  other 
Order  which  enables  him  to  move  to  dismiss.  On  appli- 
cation to  the  other  branches  of  the  Court  I  do  not  find 
that  the  Court  has  ever  decided  this  case,  but  having 
regard  to  the  analogy  to  be  drawn  from  the  rest  of  the 
practice  of  J^be  .Court,  I  am  of  opinion  that  what  the 
Court  must  dbm^uch  a  case  is,  to  allow  the  Defendant, 
after  a  reasonable  time  has  elapsed,  to  move  to  dismiss, 
if  the  Plaintiff  has  not  taken  proper  steps  to  get  in  the 
answers  of  the  other  Defendants.  I  admit  the  difficulty 
which  that  imposes  on  the  other  Defendant,  for  he  is 
ignorant  whether  answers  are  required  from  the  other 
Defendants,  all  that  he  knows  is,  that  no  answer  is  re- 
quired from  him,  and,  therefore,  he  must  act  in  every 
case  as  if  the  Plaintiff  required  an  answer  from  some 
one  of  the  other  Defendants.  It  may  be,  that  the  new 
practice  does  not,  in  this  respect,  exactly  fit  on  to  the 
old,  and  that  some  new  Order  may  be  required  for  the 

purpose 


1856. 

If, 

BgTTElL. 


purpose  of  setting  this  right.  As  I  understand  tbe  new 
practice,  the  Defendant  is  ignorant  whether  an  answer 
ia  required  or  not  from  the  other  DefendantSi  and  it 
therefore  might  be  oseful  to  state,  on  tbe  face  of  the 
bill,  from  whom  an  answer  is  required-  I  have  do 
doubt  that  this  Order  does  not  allow  this  Defendant  to 
move  to  dismiss  at  the  end  of  a  fortnight,  which  would 
not  give  sufficient  time  to  the  other  Defendants  to 
answer  the  amended  bilK 


I  have  consulted  the  other  branches  of  the  Court,  and 
think  that  probably  some  Order  may  be  made  or  rute 
laid  down  to  meet  cases  of  this  description.  I  am  satis- 
fied that  I  should  do  great  injustice  in  this  ca8e  if  I  dis- 
missed the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution,  and  I  must 
refuse  the  motion  without  costs,  I  cannot  explain  to 
the  Defendant  at  what  time  he  can  probably  come  to 
dismiss^  but  there  must  be  some  analogy^  in  practice, 
to  the  other  cases. 


I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  11 5th  Order  does  not  apply 
to  a  case  where  one  out  of  several  Defendants  is  not 
required  to  answer  the  amendments. 
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COWELL  V.  CHAMBERS.  j^i/,6. 

npHIS  case  came  on  upon  a  petition  presented  on  the  Recital  of  the 

"*•      death  of  Mr.  Chambers,  a  prior  tenant  for  life,  p^^  tenant 

praying  for  the  payment  to  Miss  GuUton.  the  present  ^^^  ^»f« »"  * 
r         .c     Vf       Au    •  f.u  /  private  act  of 

tenant  for  lire,  of  the  mcome  of  the  property.  parliament, 

Held,  upon  an 
application  by 
As  evidence  of  the  fact  of  the  death  of  some  persons  a  subsequent 

who,  if  living,  would  be  tenants  for  life  in  priority  to  the  for^j^y^e^^^^ 

Petitioner,  a  private  Act  of  Parliament,  passed  sixteen  the  income, 

years  ago,  to  enable  the  trustees  to  grant  mining  leases,  ficient  evi-" 

was  produced,  and  in  which  act  the  fact  was  recited.        ^®"*;®  ®^*^® 
■^  death. 

Mr.  T.  H.  Terrell  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Berkeley  for  the  Respondent. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  that  this  was  not 
sufficient,  and  that  the  usual  evidence  of  death,  by  cer- 
tificate and  proof  of  identity,  must  be  produced. 


I 

I 

I 


j^il2i.  GIBSON  V,  WILLS. 

Where  the  en-  TTNDEK  a   marriage  settlementj  a  queHtion  aroee 
interesUrun-  between  the  children  who  survived  their  parents 

repreaented  by  and  those  who  died  m  their  lifetime.     All  the  surviving 

any  party  to         .  ,    .  ^  .  , 

the  Buit,  the      children  *were  parties  to  thft  cause^  but  no  representation 

Court  Will  not    jj^^j  heeu  taken  out  to  two  deceased  daughters.     One 
appoint  a  per-  .  ^  *   j 

Btitt  to  r«pt**-     of  them  had  died  unmarned,  and  the  other  had  died 

SSlr  l"^   l<=^^'^g  ^  ^^^*^^«*^  surviving  h^n 

&  16  VkL 

Cp  BQf  3.  44.  Mr,  W.  jForsler  asked  that  the  husband  might  be  ap- 

wlt^twren'"  P^i"^^^^'  ""^^^  ^^^  1^^  1^  ^'^^^'<=-  8ti,  «.  44,  to  repre. 

the  children      gent  the  two  deceased  daughters.     He  cited  Swallow 

and  thoaewho  ^'  Binns{a);  The  Dean  of  22h/  y*  Edwards  {h). 

pre-deceajied 

two  oi  the  latp       ^j^jg  j^^g  j^^j^  appear  to  be  a  case  within  the  statute 

ter,  but  neither  ^f^ 

of  their  ea-         It  is  clear  that  tlicre  is  a  hostile  question  for  di^^ciission, 

presented  in      ^"^  ^^  representation  having  been  taken  out  to  either  of 

the  suit.    It      the  deceased  daughters,  the  Plaintiffs  ask  the  Court  to 

vr&8  asked  iin~ 

der  the  15'&16  appoint  a  nominee  of  their  own  to  represent  their  adver- 

Vict,  c.  86,       saries.    If  appointed,  he  may  make  a  feeble  defence,  and 
8.  44,  that  the  rr  >  J  > 

surviving  hus-   a  decree  may  be  obtained  which  will  be  binding  on  those 

ban    o  one       absent.     The  object  of  the  statute  was  this  : — where  you 
might  repre-  >'  -^ 

sent  the  inte-  have  real  litigating  parties  before  the  Court,  but  it  hap- 

sent  parties.  P^"^  ^^^^  °"^  ^^  ^^®  class  interested  is  not  represented, 

Theapplica-  then,  if  the  Court  sees  that  there  are  other  persons  pre- 
tion  was  re-  i      t       /i   /.  t  i      • 

fused.  sent  who  bona  fide  represent  the  mterest  of  those  absent, 

it  may  allow  that  interest  to  be  represented  ;  but  it  will 
not  allow  the  whole  adverse  interest  to  be  represented. 

I  can  go  to  this  extent : — if  you  get  bona  fide  repre- 
sentation to  the  other  sister,  I  can  allow  the  husband  to 
represent  his  deceased  wife's  interest. 

(a)  9  Hare,  App.  47.  (6)  17  Jur,  219. 


I 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


DEAN  V.  THWAITE.  l^'VS* 

May  1,  2. 

npHE  Plaintiff's  estate  adjoihed  that  of  the  Defendant.  Where,  by  un- 
"*•     The  Defendant's  husband,  prior  to  his  death  in  waSh%  the 
1851,  and  the  Defendant  subsequently,  had,  in  working  Defendant  had 
their  own  collieries,  passed  into  and  worked  the  Plain-  ofhis  neigh- 
tiff's  coal,  and  this,  it  was  alleged,  had  been  done  from  {^"!l?l   *"* 
1840.    The  Plaintiff  filed  the  bill  against  Mrs.  Thwaite  account  to  six 
and  the  representatives  of  her  husband,  for  an  account  of  J^^^  that°^ 

the  coal  thus  improperly  taken,  and  for  payment  of  the  amountwrong- 

1  AC  '  \'  fully  ab- 

value,  and  for  an  mj unction.  stracted  being 

proved,  the 
onus  of  proof 
Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cairns  for  the  Plaintiff,  would  lie  on 

asked  for  a  general  account,  contending  that  the  Statute  to  shew  %atit 

of  Limitations  did  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  concealed  ^?»  not  taken 
,  ..  1       ..     '  n    t      within  the  SIX 

fraud,  and  that  time  only  run  from  the  discovery  of  the  yean. 

wrong.     They  cited  Broohsbank  v.  Smith  {a) ;   South  ,J^^I^;J^^ 

Sea  Company  v.   Wymondsell  (i)  ;   Hovenden  v.  Lord  not  be  so  li- 

Anne8ley{c)\   Booth  v.  Earl  of  Warrington{d))  Blair  ^JJ^^ 

V.  Bromley  {e).  abetracted  in- 

tentionally, 
and  steps  had 
Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Prendergast,  for  the  Defendant,  l»en  taken  to 
...       .  ,     ,  .    1  J     •  J    1     1         I      conceal  the 

contended,  that  in  no  case  had  it  been  decided,  that  the  fact  and  pre- 

concealment  of  a  trespass  was  a  ground  for  holding  that  vent  discovery. 

the  Statute  of  Limitations  did  not  apply.     They  said 

that  the  26th  section  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  shewed 

the  view  taken  by  the  legislature  on  this  subject. 

The 

(a)  2  Y,Sf  Col.  (Ejch.)  68.  {d)  4  Bro.  P.  C.  (Tom.  «/.) 

(b)  3  P,  Wmt,  143.  163. 

(e)  2Sck.^  Lef  629,  630.  (e)  5  Hare,  547. 


in  a  case  of  this  description, 
of  proof  lies  upon  the  wrongd 
has  not  been  taken  from  the 
the  time  during  which  this  ( 
countable  for  it.  It  was  imp 
ascertain  that  fact,  it  was  so 
of  the  Defendants  and  their  \ 

I  think  that  the  Plaintiff 
an  account  of  the  coal  which 
ground,  subject  to  the  questic 
tionSy  upon  which  1  should  w 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  was  heard 
account  ought  to  be  carried  I 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls 

I  will  state  my  opinion  to-i 
opinion  that  the  account  sho 
before  the  filing  of  the  bill 
pression,  the  course  I  shoul 
should  direct  some  compete 
amount  of  coal  which  has  bee 
land,  and  then  require  the  D 
has  not  been  taken  within  th 
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an  account  ought  to  be  directed,  but  that  it  must  be  con-        1855. 
fined  to  the  coal  gotten  within  six  years  before  the  filing 
of  the  bill. 

The  case  of  fraud  alleged,  and  the  only  fraud  that  I 
think  would  justify  the  Court  in  coming  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  coal  gotten  before  that  period  ought  to  be  ac- 
counted for,  is,  that  the  Defendants  had  intentionally 
taken  the  Plaintiff's  coal,  and  had  concealed  the  fact, 
and  during  the  process  had  taken  steps  to  prevent  the 
Plaintiff  discovering  it.  Undoubtedly  that  is  alleged, 
and  there  is  some  evidence  which  leads  to  that  pre- 
sumption, but  it  is  not  conclusive  nor  is  it  supported  by 
any  documentary  evidence,  and  it  is  met  by  counter 
evidence,  at  least  by  the  positive  denial  on  the  part  of  the 
Defiendant  herself.  In  a  case  of  fraud  I  should  require 
distinct  and  clear  proof  against  persons  liable  to  be 
made  answerable  for  the  consequences  of  it. 

There  are,  besides,  some  indications  on  the  evidence, 
which  weigh  with  me  on  this  question,  that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  put  upon  inquiry,  and  that  various  circum- 
stances existed  which  might  have  led  him  to  take  pro- 
ceedings at  an  earlier  period  than  he  actually  did,  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  state  of  the  works  below 
the  surface  of  the  earth,  and  whether  they  trenched  on 
his  property.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  in  this 
case,  the  account  must  be  confined  to  six  years  before  the 
filing  of  the  bill. 

The  way  I  intend  to  deal  with  the  account  is  this  : — 
1  shall  see  if  the  parties  t^tiemselves  can  agree  as  to  the 
amount  and  extent  of  those  workings.  If  they  cannot, 
then  I  shall  probably  appoint, under  the  powers  entrusted 
to  me  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  (which  I  think  extends 
to  cases  of  this  description),  some  coal  agent,  who  is 

VOL,  XXI.  s  8  perfectly 


i,uuu  tons,  nas  oeen  taRc 
Derendant  to  shew  what  p 
taken  prior  to  the  six  yean 

I  think  the  burden  of  pi 
fendant,  for  this  reason:— 
which  I  have  frequently 
of  the  chimney  sweep  wh 
Armory  v.  Delamirie  (a),  a 
which  I  have  constantly  ac 
be  taken  most  strongly  aga 
and  destroys  evidence.  I  i 
son  whose  duty  it  was  to  1 
workings  there  were  in  otl 
charge  a  person  working  tt 
land  with  the  full  amount  i 
was  not  taken  within  the  1 
directs  the  account.  On 
certainly  not  treat  this  as  a 
OA  any  reasonable  evidence 
what  time  the  coal  was  ' 
take  with  respect  to  the  an 
the  coal  worked. 


(a)  1  Strange,  505 ; 
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  The  Corporation  of 
GREAT  YARMOUTH. 

March  1,  2,5. 

rpHIS  information  was  filed  by  the  Attorney-General  The  95tb  sec- 

against  the  Corporation  of  Great  Yarmouth,  the  MuJcipal 
Town  Councillors  who  were  the  committee  for  &:rantin&:  Corporation 

J       n/r      T.^  T  J         .    .  .  ^  Act  (5  &  6 

leases,  and  a  Mr.  Moore.     It  prayed  an  mjunction  to  re-  WUL  4,  c.  76), 

strain  the  Corporation  from  wanting:  a  lease,  of  a  small  ^l^ic^.^njWes 
•^  ,  DO  f  municipal  cor- 

property  belonging  to  the  Corporation,  to  the  Defendant  porations  to  re- 
Mr.  Moore,  for  twenty-one  years,  at  a  rent  of  65.  3d.,  H^^i^^^^ 
with  a  fine  of  7s.  6d.,  on  the  ground  of  its  not  being  where  sane- 
authorized  by  the  Municipal  Corporation   Act.     The  ancient  usage 

value  of  the  property  was  stated  to  be  6/.  per  annum.      ^^  ^y  custom 
*      '       "^  "^  or  practice, 

at  "  a  fine 

The  Municipal  Corporation  Act  (6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  ^^h^l^ihe'"'' 

8.  94)  prohibits  a  corporation  granting  leases  of  the  cor-  "  have  ordi- 

porate  property,  for  any  term  exceeding  thirty-one  years,  renewd^^upon 

except  in  the  cases  mentioned  in  the  96th  section,  and  "  ^  arbitrary 
1  ,.        I      1  1  fine,"  is  to  be 

requires  them  to  reserve  "  such  clear  yearly  rent  as  to  construed 

the  Council  shall  appear  reasonable,  without  taking  any  l**»|^^y- 

fine  for  the  same."  "  renewal,"  in 

the  Municipal 
Corporation 
The  95th  section  provides,  ''  that  in  all  cases  in  which  Act,  does  not 

any  body  corporate  shall,  on  the  6th  day  of  June  in  this  ^stom  tol^ 

present  year  [1835]  have  been  bound  or  engaged,  by  on  lease  at 

1.    .  1  different  rents, 

any  covenant  or  agreement,  express  or  implied,  or  have  and  though 

been  enjoined  by  any  deed,  will  or  other  document,  ^l^e  renewals 
*'•'•'  need  not  be  on 

or  precisely  the 

same  terms, 

there  must  be  such  an  uniformity  as  to  shew  that  the  same  lease  has  been  renewed. 

Leases  were  granted  by  a  municipal  corporation  of  the  same  property  in  1778, 
1798  and  1824,  to  the  same  lessee  and  his  assigns,  for  twenty-one  years,  at  a  rent  of  5s. 
In  the  two  last  instances  alone  a  fine  of  7s.  6d.  had  been  taken.  The  covenants  varied, 
and  there  was  an  interval  of  six  years  between  the  second  and  third,  during  which 
there  was  a  yearly  tenancy.  Held,  that  the  case  did  not  come  within  the  95th  section 
of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Ac^  and  that  a  renewal  could  not  be  granted  at  an 
under  value  and  on  a  fine. 

8S2 


any  life  or  lives  and  years,  del 
of  any  number  of  years,  at  a 
special  or  specific  terms  or  a 
cases  in  which  any  body  corp< 
ordinarily  made  renewal  of  a 
life  or  lives  or  for  years,  detc 
lives,  at  any  fixed  or  determi 
tomed  period,  or  after  the  lap; 
or  upon  the  dropping  of  any  1 
ment  of  an  arbitrary  fine,  it 
Council  of  such  borough  to  r 
term  or  number  of  years,  ei 
minable  with  any  life  or  liveSj 
and  at  such  rent,  and  upon  th 
premium,  either  certain  or  ar 
out  any  covenant  for  the  futur 
body  corporate  could  or  migt 
Act  had  not  been  passed." 


It  appeared,  in  this  case,  t 
8th  of  May,  1778,  the  Corpor 
demised  the  property  in  questi 
one  years  from  the  Miclutelmc 
No  fine  was  taken,  and  the  lei 
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the  former  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  to  take  effect 

from  the  expiration  of  the  former  lease  {Michaelmas^ 

1797),  at  a  rent  of  65.  and  for  a  fine  of  Is.  6rf.    This      Gbmeral' 

lease  contained  a  power  of  re-entry  if  the  lessee  assigned         ^ 

i¥ithout  leave,  and  a  covenant  not  to  build.  Corporation  of 

Great 


This  lease  expired  on  Michaelmas^  1818,  and  the  lessee 
remained  tenant  from  year  to  year  until  1824. 

On  the  17th  of  February^  1824,  a  third  lease  was 
granted  of  the  same  property  to  the  owner  of  the  last 
for  twenty-one  years,  from  Michaelmas^  1824,  at  6j. 
rent  and  for  a  fine  of  Is,  6d.  This  lease  contained  a 
covenant,  on  alienation,  to  pay  a  fine  of  5s.  to  the  Cor- 
poration by  way  of  fine,  and  a  covenant  not  to  use  the 
premises  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance,  and  not  to  build  upon 
the  premises. 

This  lease,  which  was  existing  at  the  time  the  Muni- 
cipal Corporation  Act  passed  [1835],  expired  at  Mi- 
chaelmas,  1845.  It  was  not  then  renewed,  but  the 
Corporation  had  now  determined  to  grant  to  Moore  a 
renewal  at  the  rent  of  6s.  3d.  and  on  a  fine  of  7s.  6d. 

The  late  town  clerk's  evidence  was,  that  the  custom 
of  renewal  was  on  payment  "  of  a  renewal  fine  of  one 
and  a  half  year's  rent." 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Cairns^  in  support  of  the  In- 
formation. The  Corporation  are  now  mere  trustees  of 
the  corporate  property  for  the  inhabitants  of  Yarmouth^ 
and  the  Act  intended  to  compel  them,  in  dealing  with 
that  property,  to  act  strictly  as  trustees  and  for  the 
benefit  of  their  cestuis  que  trust.  As  the  intended  lease 
is  at  an  under  value  and  upon  a  fine,  the  Defend- 
ants must  clearly  shew,  that  this  case  comes  within 

the 


Yarmouth. 
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1865.       tbe  exceptions  stated  in  the  96th  section  of  the  AcU 

^''^■^''"■*^      This  clause  is  composed   of  two   branches;   the  finit 

G^nKJLAL      relates  to  renewals  ot  a  fina  certain,  and  the  second  to 

^'  cases  where  the  renewal  Ims  ordinarily  been  made  "upon 

Corporation  of  the  payment  of  an  arbitrary  fine/* 

If,  under  the  first  branch  of  the  cltuee^  "an  ancient 
usage  or  custom"  be  relied  on^  then  it  must  be  shewn 
to  be  uniform  ;  for,  like  all  ancient  prescriptive  titles, 
any  variation  in  it  is  fatal ;  Lovekce  r,  Heignolfhia)} 
Parkin  V,  Rad€Uffe{b)^  So  also  if  the  Defendants 
insist  on  the  existence  of  '*a  practice''  to  renew^  it  must 
be  shewn  that  there  has  boen^  for  a  long  period,  an 
uniform  practice  to  renew  on  similar  terms ;  and  it  is 
not  sufficient  to  shew  that  there  has  been  merely  i 
practice  to  let  the  property  on  lease»  on  tenns  varying 
according  to  the  circumstances  and  the  times.  In  the 
present  case,  there  h an  been  no  uniformity  whatever,  and 
no  continuous  practice  of  renewal.  Three  leases  only 
are  relied  on,  namely,  those  of  1778,  1798  and  1824, 
they  all  vary  in  their  terms,  and  they  were  not  and  do 
not  purport  to  be  renewals.  In  the  first  no  fine  was 
paid.  In  the  second  (which  is  the  only  one  which  com- 
mences without  an  interval  from  the  expiration  of  the 
previous  term),  a  fine  is  taken,  and  the  covenants  vary 
from  those  in  the  first.  At  the  expiration  of  the  second, 
there  is  an  interval  of  six  years,  during  which  there  was 
a  tenancy  at  will,  and  this  at  once  destroyed  any  "usage, 
custom  or  practice,"  if  any  existed.  The  third  lease  is 
granted  after  six  years'  interval,  and  commences,  not  from 
the  expiration  of  the  former  lease  in  1818,  but  from  Mi- 
chaelmaSf  1824,  and  the  covenants  again  vary  from  the 
former.  This,  therefore,  could  not  be  a  renewal  of  the 
old  lease.     The  third  lease  expired  in   1845;  no  new 

lease 


i 
I 


(a)  Cro.  EtiM.  563. 


{b)  1  Bot.  ^  PulL  282. 
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lease  was  then  granted ,  but  the  Corporation  retained        1855. 
the  property,  as  they  say,  expecting  to  make  it  useful       ^-^v^*^ 
in  city  improvements.     Having  retained  the  property,      Geneeal" 
and  having  once  declined  to  renew  the  lease,  the  dis-  v. 

cretionary  powers  given  by  the  Act  could  not  be  exe-  Corporation  of 
cuted  by  the  Corporation  at  a  future  period,  when  Gebat 
differently  constituted  in  point  of  members.  The  law 
is  very  strict  in  cases  of  renewal,  even  where  there  is  a 
positive  covenant  to  renew.  If  the  tenant  does  not  at 
once  avail  himself  of  the  option,  he  cannot  afterwards 
insist  on  it,  and  a  special  Act  became  necessary  in  /re- 
land  to  enable  parties  holding  under  leases,  with  a  cove- 
nant for  perpetual  renewal,  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the 
covenant  after  they  had  allowed  the  time  for  renewing 
to  expire. 

Secondly.  This  case  does  not  come  within  the  second 
branch  of  the  95th  section,  which  relates  to  cases  where 
an  arbitrary  fine  has  been  taken.  Here  the  fine  is  proved 
to  be  certain,  namely,  one  and  a  half  year's  rent;  and 
this  case,  if  within  that  section  at  all,  must  be  within 
the  first  branch  of  it. 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  C.  Hally  for  the  Corporation 
and  the  Councillors.  In  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act,  the  legislature  has  dealt  with  corporate  property  in 
a  manner  similar  to  ecclesiastical  property,  and  the  in- 
tention in  both  cases  was,  to  give  a  discretionary  power  to 
those  having  the  management  of  the  property,  enabling 
them  to  realize  the  just  and  reasonable  expectation  of  the 
tenants,  after  the  changes  which  took  place  in  the  Cor- 
porations. It  was  to  prevent  the  injustice  which  would 
occur  from  disappointing  the  reasonable  hopes  of  a  re- 
newal entertained  by  the  tenants  who,  for  a  series  of 
years,  had  held  the  property,  and  which,  but  for  the 
Act,  they  would,  according  to  the  practice  in  such  cases, 

have 
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have  been  almost  sure  of  obtaining.    The  various  wordi 

used  ill  tlie  section  shew,  that  the  benefit  of  the  rentwal 

GE^EaAL"     ^^®  "^^  ^^  ^^  confined  to  cases  of  "ancient  usage/*  &c- 

*?  cording  to  the  strict  technical  meaning  of  the  word,  for 

Corporation  of  *^  proceeds  to  extend  ita  operation  by  the  use  of  the  word 

GaEAT        u  custom:''  and  lest  that  might  be  considered  a  *Mega1 

Yabmouth*  '  f    t*^  *         j 

custom,"  it  adds  ''practice/     This  shews,  clearly  and 

rdistinctlyi  that  it  was  not  intended  th^it  renewals  should 
be  confined  to  cases  of  usages  and  customSp  in  the  narrow 
and  technical  meaning  of  those  words,  but  should  extend 
to  cases  where  there  had  been  a  "  practice  "  of  renewal ; 
the  object  of  the  statute  was  to  enable  the  new  corpora- 
tion^ as  regards  old  tenants,  to  deal  in  a  liberal  and  equit 
able  fipirit,  and  being  an  enabling  clause^  this  statutfl 


'« 


Before  the  passing  of  the  Act  there  was  no  obligatioa 
to  renew,  but  the  custom  and  "  practice  '*  was  to  grant  a 
renewal  to  the  old  tenant.  We  admit  that  the  Act  gave 
DO  positive  right  to  the  tenant  to  have  a  renewal,  for  it 
does  not  refer  to  any  *' tenant  right,'*  but  it  placed  a 
confidence  in  those  wlio,  for  the  future,  were  to  have  the 
management  of  corporate  property  of  towns,  to  act  like 
liberal  landlords  to  their  tenants,  and  for  that  purpose,  it 
gave  them  a  distinct  power  to  renew  in  all  proper  cases. 
To  bring  a  case  within  the  95th  section,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  former  renewals  should  be  uniform,  or  that 
they  should  be  identical  in  terms  with  the  previous  leases, 
either  as  to  fines,  rent  or  covenants.  All  that  it  requires 
is  a  bond  fide  enjoyment  under  a  succession  of  renewals, 
and  then  the  renewal  may  be  made,  not  on  the  terms  of 
the  old  leases,  but  on  any  terms  which  the  existing  cor- 
poration may  think  fit.  In  the  present  case,  the  variations 
in  the  three  leases  are  immaterial ;  the  term  and  rent  are 
the  same ;  and,  as  to  the  interval,  the  mere  suspension 
and  delay  in  granting  a  new  lease  did  not  destroy  the 

'*  practice," 
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"practice,"   which   was   admitted  by  the  subsequent        1856. 
grant  v^v-^^ 

Attorney- 
General 
As  to  the  time  which  has  elapsed  since  1845,  it  is  «. 

accounted  for.     An  application  for  a  renewal  was  made  corooration  of 
by  the  tenant,  which  was  not  rejected,  but  the  considera-       Great 
tion  of  it  was  postponed,  and  the  grant  consequently  sus- 
pended, but  ultimately,  in  1852,  it  was  finally  resolved 
to  renew,  at  1$.  6d.  fine  and  an  increase  in  the  rent.    The 
Corporation  are  authorized  to  grant  the  lease  proposed. 

Mr.  8,  Scott,  for  the  Defendant  Moore,  adopted  the 
same  line  of  argument,  and  insisted,  that  if  there  was  to 
be  no  renewal,  the  tenant  was  entitled  to  compensation 
for  lasting  improvements,  made  by  him  on  the  fair  ex- 
pectation of  the  usual  renewal. 

The  Attorney- General  v.  Green  (a)  and  The  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Kerr  (i). 

The  case  of  Rawstorne  v.  Benthy  (c)  was  also  re- 
ferred to. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (without  hearing  a  reply). 

The  question  is,  whether,  in  this  particular  case,  the 
95th  section  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  autho- 
rizes the  Corporation  of  Yarmouth  to  grant  a  lease  to 
Mr.  Moore  at  the  rent  of  ds.  3d.  and  a  fine  of  7s.  6rf., 
which  I  assume  to  be  less  than  the  real  value  of  the 
property.  Before  I  comment  on  this  clause,  I  think  it 
proper  to  state,  that  in  my  opinion,  it  ought  to  be  con- 
strued liberally,  for  it  is  an  enabling  clause,  and  was 
meant  to  empower  a  corporation  to  do  what  might  be 
morally,  if  not  legally,  just  towards  their  tenants  or  les- 
sees} 

(a)  6  Vet.  452.  (6)  2  Bemv.  420. 

(c)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  415. 
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1855.       sees;  and  the  number  of  expressions  used  to  extend  the 
^^'^^'^^^       meaning  of  (he  prior  words  shew,  that  it  was  intended 

JL  f-^rfY  n  V  F  V-—  -fa 

GiiivERAL      ^^^^^  ^^^  cJause  should  be  construed  liberally. 

The 
Corporation  of      There  are  two  branches  in  this  clause.     The  gecond 

^^Gr£at        branch  cleariy  apphes  only  to  the  case  where  they  hate 

ordinarily  made  renewals  "  upon  the  payment  of  an  ar- 

bilTury  jineJ^     But  this  is  not  the  case  of  a  payment  of 

*^  an  arbitrary  fine;"  for  if  any  fine  is  properly  to  he 

paid,  it  is  one  of  7*,  6rf.,  which  is  the  only  fine  that 

has  been  regularly  paid  for  the  renewal  of  this  lease. 

Now  the  first  branch  (omitting  that  which  does  not 
apply)  refers  to  cases  in  which  the  Corporation  has  been 
"  sanctioned  or  warranted,  by  ancient  usage  or  by  cus* 
torn  or  practice/*  to  renew.  It  is  not  contended,  in  the 
present  case,  that  there  has  been  what  may  properly  be 
called  an  ancient  usage,  or  a  legal  custom  or  practice, 
continued  for  a  very  considerable  length  of  time,  from 
which  it  might  be  inferred  that  the  custom  has  been 
immemorial.  But  it  is  contended,  that  this  is  a  case  of 
a  Corporation  being  warranted  by  "  practice"  to  make  a 
renewal  of  a  lease  **  at  a  fine  certain  or  under  some  spe- 
cial or  specific  terms  or  conditions." 

In  construing  this  clause,  it  is  important  to  consider 
the  meaning  of  the  words  "  renewal"  and  **  practice."  It 
has  been  contended,  that  the  word  "  renewal"  here  can 
mean  nothing  more  than  the  grant  of  a  new  lease  to  the 
holder  of  the  former  lease,  in  respect  of  his  occupation 
of  the  land  under  that  lease ;  for  by  the  last  part  of  the 
clause  the  Corporation  may  "  renew  such  lease  for  such 
term  or  number  of  years,  either  absolutely  or  deter- 
minable with  any  life  or  lives,  or  for  such  life  or  lives, 
and  at  such  rent"  and  on  such  fine,  &:c.  as  the  Corpora- 
tion might  have  done  before  the  Act.    But,  in  my  opinion, 

the 
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the  word  "  renewar  cannot  receive  that  extremely  large        ]  355. 

construction ;  for  if  it  did,  the  consequence  would  be,      ^^^^s^^>/ 

that  this   section    would  enable    the   Corporation  to      gekbral' 

alienate  the  corporate  property,  in  every  case  in  which  «• 

there  had  happened  to  be  a  succession  of  three  or  four  Corporation  of 

leases,   at  rack   rent  and   perfectly  different  in   their    _,  ^»»at 

,  ,    ,  ,  .    .        Yaemouth. 

character,  to  the  same  person  and  the  person  claimmg 

under  him  (assuming,  of  course,  that  three  or  four 
demises  would  be  sufficient  to  constitute  a  practice).  , 

I  am  satisfied  that  that  cannot  be  the  construction  of 
this  clause,  and  that  the  scope  and  object  of  this  Act 
of  Parliament  never  meant,  that  if  a  piece  of  land  had 
been  originally  leased  at  a  rack  rent  to  A.^  and  after 
that  lease  had  expired  had  been  demised  to  the  assignee 
of  ^.  at  an  increased  rack  rent,  and  afterwards  to  ano- 
ther assignee  at  a  different  rack  rent,  these  would  be 
renewals  in  the  sense  contended  for,  so  that  a  corpora- 
tion could,  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  have  simply 
alienated  the  property  by  granting  leases  to  them  for 
ninety-nine  years  at  a  peppercorn  rent;  for  before  the 
passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  a  corpora- 
tion, not  being  trustees,  might  have  alienated  their  pro- 
perty the  same  as  a  private  individual,  and  the  effect  of 
holding  the  instance  I  have  given  to  be  a  renewal  would 
enable  the  Corporation  to  part  with  or  completely  de- 
stroy the  property  intended  by  the  statute  to  be  held  by 
them  in  trust  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  city.  I  am  satis- 
fied that  that  is  not  the  meaning  of  the  word  *^  renewal.*' 

At  the  same  time,  I  do  not  at  all  mean  to  say,  that 
the  meaning  of  the  word  "  renewal"  must  be  this : — that 
the  lease  which  is  to  be  renewed  must  be  precisely,  in  all 
its  terms  and  conditions,  the  same  as  the  lease  that  pre- 
ceded it ;  but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  substance  it  must 
be  the  same,  or  that  there  must  be  such  a  species  of 
uniformity  as  to  shew  that,  in  point  of  fact,  it  is  the  same 

lease 
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1855,        lease  wlifcli  was  renewed-     Uudoybtedly,  if  you  fiad 

Wv-ifc/       leases  which  for  a  considerable  length  of  time  have 

Gemcral      ^^^^  renewed  at  a  rent  of  5^.,  and  a  fine  of  7s.  6^ ,  with 

^^^         covenants  substantlaOy  the  same,  that  would  constitute 

Corporation  of  a  "  practice'*  of  renewing  the  former  lease, 

GtLEAt 

I  now  come  to  consider  whether,  in  the  circumstances 
of  this  case,  this  is  a  "  renewal"  within  the  provisions  of 
the  Statute,  according  to  the  interpretation,  which,  in 
my  opinion,  ought  to  be  put  upon  this  first  branch  of  the 
clause.  The  first  lease  is  that  of  1778,  which  was  for  a 
term  of  twenty-one  years,  at  a  rent  of  5s.,  and  without 
any  fine-  There  is  nothing  whatever  to  shew  that  this 
was  a  renewal  of  any  former  lease,  or  that  the  rent  re- 
served was  not  the  fair  rent  which  could  be  obtained  for 
this  small  piece  of  land  at  that  time. 

Then  comes  the  lease  of  1798,  for  which  a  fine  of 
Is.  6d,  was  paid.  Therefore,  this  varies  from  the  former 
lease  in  thie  respect  : — that  there  is  an  increased  con- 
sideration by  the  payment  of  the  fine,  and  there  are  cer- 
tainly additional  and  important  covenants,  and  is  a 
distinct  lease  from  the  former. 

The  second  lease  expired  on  the  29th  September^ 
1818,  and  the  lessee  remained  tenant  from  year  to  year, 
at  the  former  rent,  for  a  period  of  six  years.  So  that  you 
have  first  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  at  a  rent  of  ds,\ 
upon  the  expiration  of  that  lease,  you  have  a  lease  for 
twenty-one  years,  with  additional  covenants,  at  the 
same  rent,  but  upon  payment  of  a  fine;  then  you 
have,  at  the  expiration  of  that  lease,  a  tenancy  from 
year  to  year  for  six  years ;  and  at  the  expiration  of  that 
you  have  a  third  lease,  which  was  granted  in  February^ 
1824,  for  twenty-one  years,  from  3IichaelmaSy  1824, 
at  a  rent  of  55.,  a  fine  of  Is,  Qd,,  and  with  a  slight  varia- 
tion in  the  covenants.     This,  on  the  face  of  it,  is  no 

renewal 
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renewal  of  the  former  lease,  because,  if  it  had  been,  it        1856. 
would  have  taken  effect  from  the  expiration  of  the  for-      ^-^^^-^^ 
mer  lease,  but  there  is  an  interval  of  six  years,  during      General" 
which  there  was  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  and  then  J^ 

a  lease  is  granted  in  February j  1824,  not  to  take  effect  Corporation  of 
from  any  prior  period,  but  seven  months  later,  namely,  ^  Great 
in  September^  1824.  In  my  opinion,  that  is  not  a  re- 
newal of  the  former  lease,  but  it  is  a  distinct  and  separate 
lease.  It  is  true  that  the  tenant  held  over,  so  far  as  the 
covenants  and  rent  were  concerned,  on  the  terms  of  the 
old  expired  lease,  but  he  was  a  mere  tenant  from  year 
to  year,  and  might  have  been  evicted  at  any  time. 

Then  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  passes,  and  at 
that  period  there  was  a  lease  subsisting,  which  was  not 
a  renewal  made  at  the  expiration  of  the  former  lease, 
but  after  an  interval,  during  which  there  was  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year,  and  which  existing  lease  varies  from 
the  previous  lease.  It  is  true,  that  the  three  leases  have 
always  been  granted  to  a  person  who  occupied  the  land 
by  virtue  of  a  prior  lease,  but,  in  my  opinion,  the  word 
''  renewal"  does  not  include  such  a  case  as  this,  which 
cannot  be  said  to  amount  to  a  ''  practice." 

I  concur  in  the  observation  of  Counsel,  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  either  an  ancient  usage  or  a  legal 
custom,  in  the  strict  and  proper  use  of  these  terms,  when 
applied  to  the  proof  of  heriots,  or  to  the  payment  of 
tithes,  or  a  modus  in  lieu  of  them ;  but  I  think,  that  to 
constitute  a  '^  practice,"  there  must  be  such  a  number  of 
preceding  leases  of  such  a  similar  and  uniform  character 
as  to  amount,  though  not  to  a  **  legal  custom,"  yet  to  that 
which  in  ordinary  and  common  parlance,  and  by  per- 
sons not  acquainted  with  the  technical  import  of  legal 
expressions,  would  be  called  ^*  a  custom,"  to  which  the 
word  ''practice"  is  synonymous. 

If 
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1855.  If  there  had  been  a  practice,  by  which,  upon  every 

^^^'^•'''^       renewal,  the  rent  was  increaBed  according  to  a  given 
Geneelal      ^^^^  ^^d  proportion,  that  would,  id  my  opiojon^  have 

Ai'  come   within  this  clause,  and  he  a  renewal  of  a  lease 

The 
Corporation  of  warranted  by  "  practice."     If,  for  instance,  a  lease  had 

Yarm^*^        been  granted  for  twenty*one  years,  and  the  practice  of 

the  Corporation  had  been^  to  renew  at  the  eod  of  every 

twenty-one  years,  on  a  fine  of  75  j  and  an  increase  of 

fifteen  per  cent,  on  the  rent,  that  would  have  been  a 

"  practice"  within  the  terms  of  this  clause.     But  it  h 

clearly  established  that  no  such  practice  applied  to  this 

particular  land,  for  the  rent  has  always  keen  the  same.   If 

there  had  been  nothing  more  in  the  case,  and  every  lease 

had  been  renewed   upon  the  expiration  of  the  former 

lease,    exactly  upon    the  same   rent  and  without  any 

alteration,  then  there  would  have  been  strong  grounds 

for  saying,  that  this  had  been  the  practice  adopted  by  the 

Corporation,  although  I  am  very  far  from  meaning  to 

lay  down,  that  the  mere  fact  of  three  demises  would 

constitute  a  practice  in  the  absence  of  all  other  evidence 

on  the  subject. 

In  my  opinion,  there  has  neither  been  an  uniform 
practice  of  renewal  in  this  case,  in  any  sense  of  the 
term,  within  the  proper  construction  of  this  clause,  nor 
have  the  leases  been  uniform  in  their  character. 

Then  it  is  said  that  Mr.  Moore  is  entitled  to  com- 
pensation, but  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  by 
Mr.  Scott  do  not  apply  to  the  present  case.  No  doubt 
when  this  Court  sets  aside  a  long  lease  of  charity  pro- 
perty, which  ought  never  to  have  been  granted,  then  in 
consideration  of  the  injury  inflicted  upon  the  person  by 
setting  aside  a  long  lease,  it  does  allow  him  compensa- 
tion for  improvements,  which  he  has  made  upon  the 
land,  upon  the  faith  and  upon  the  consideration  that 

the 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

the  lease  was  a  subsisting  lease.     But  here  the  lease  is 

at  an  end^  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  a  new 

lease  shall  be  granted.     If  I  am  right  in  this  case,  this 

expenditure  could  only  have  been  made  upon  the  faith  of 

the  subsisting  lease,  and  not  upon  the  faith  of  any  right  Corporation  of 

to  compel  a  renewal,  which  certainly  does  not  exist  in    Yarmouth. 

this  case  in  the  contemplation  of  anybody,  as  is  shewn 

by  the  evidence  before  me. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  this  lease  is  not  authorized  by 
this  statute. 


A  Decree  was  made  for  an  Injunction  with  costs,  and, 
after  some  hesitation, — 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  the  costs  to  be      March  5. 
paid  out  of  the  corporate  funds. 


of  assets, 
the  costs  of 
creditors  of 
proving  their 
debts  are  not 
payable  in  the 
first  instance, 
but  are  added 
to  their  debts 
and  appor- 
tioned with 
them. 


■^  creditor  proposed  that 
of  proving  their  debts  shou 
stance^  and  that  the  residue  f 
pro  rata  amongst  the  credito 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Wich 

The  Master  of  the  Roll8 
of  26th  August,  1841  {a),  as 
of  the  11th  oi  April,  1842,  a 
it  settled,  that  the  costs  of  cr 
debts  must  be  added  to  the  di 
the  apportionment  must  then 
the  whole  amount. 

(a)  Ordinet 
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ABATEMENT. 

suit,  which  has  been  abated  for 

lore  than  twenty  years,   rannot 

c  revived.         Bland  v.  Davison, 

Page  S\2 

See  Revivor. 

ABSOLUTE  INTEREST. 
See  Lapse. 

ABSTRACT. 
See  Costs,  3. 
Taxation,  1. 

CCELERATING  POWERS. 
See  Power  op  Sale,  2,  3. 

ACCOUNT. 

See  Statute  of  Limitations. 

ACQUIESCENCE. 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  3. 

ACT  OF  PARLIAMENT. 
See  EvidencEi  4. 

DL.  XXI. 


ADMINISTRATION  SUIT. 
After  a  decree  in  England  for  the 
administration  of  an  English  tes- 
tator's estate,  a  Scotch  company, 
whose  situs  was  in  Scotland^  but 
which  had  agents  and  houses  of 
business  in  England^  commenced 
proceedings  against  the  repre- 
sentatives in  Scotland^  where  the 
testator  possessed  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  to  recover  a  debt. 
An  injunction  was  granted  to  re- 
strain the  proceedings  in  Scotland^ 
but  which  on  appeal  was  dis- 
charged by  the  House  of  Lords. 
After  this,  the  company  com- 
menced another  action  in  Scotland^ 
and  a  motion  was  made  to  restrain 
it,  on  the  ground  of  the  company 
having  come  in  and  adopted  the 
proceedings  in  England.  The  ap- 
ph'cation  was  refused  by  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls,  and  by  the  full 

T  T 
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Court  of  Appeal.    Stainton  v.  The 
Carron  Co.  Page  152 

AGREEMENT. 

See  Contract. 

"AND"  READ  '*0R." 
Bequest  to  A,  for  life,  and,  af\er  his 
decease,  to  his  eldest  son  ;  but  in 
case  A,  should  "die  under  age 
and  without  issue,*'  over.  Held, 
that  the  word  "  and"  was  not  to  be 
read  "or,"  and  that  A,*s  son,  in 
his  father's  lifetime,  took  a  vested 
interest,  not  subject  to  be  divested. 
Malcolm  v.  Malcolm.  225 

ANNUITY. 
See  Lien,  1. 
Power,  2. 

ANTICIPATION. 

1.  Where  there  is  attached  to  the  se- 
parate estate  of  a  married  woman 
a  clause  against  anticipation,  the 
Court  has  no  power  to  release  it 
from  that  restraint,  even  in  cases 
where  it  would  manifestly  be  for 
her  benefit  to  do  so.  Robinson  v. 
Wheelwright.  214 

2.  Thus,  where  a  testator  gave  a 
married  woman  a  legacy,  on  con- 
dition that  she  conveyed,  within 
twelve  months,  her  separate  estate, 
•which  was  subject  to  a  restraint 
against  anticipation,  to  B.  and  C, 
the  Court  held,  that  effect  could 
not  be  given  to  the  bequest,  though 
highly  beneficial  to  the  feme  cover  te. 
Ibid. 

APPOINTMENT. 
1 .  A  trust  terra  was  created  for  raising 


the  sum  of  10,000/.,  with  interest 
from  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  for  his  younger  children  as  he 
should  appoint,  and  in  defauhto 
them  equally.  He  appointed  the 
fund  to  his  two  younger  children,in 
unequal  proportions,  afler  tke  de- 
cease of  himself  and  of  his  mother. 
Held,  that  the  intermediate  ia- 
terest,  between  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life  and  his  mother,  was 
unappointed,  and  that  it  belonged 
to  the  two  children  equally,  and 
did  not  pass  as  accessory  to 
the  capital  appointed.  Halts  v. 
Shrimpton.  Page  97 

2.  Devise  to  the  use  of  such  of  the 
children  of  A.  B.  and  their  heirs, 
"for  such  estates,"  and  in  such 
manner  and  form  as  A.  B,  should 
appoint.  Held,  upon  the  context, 
to  authorize  an  appointment  to 
a  grandchild.      Fowler  v.   Cohn. 

360 

3.  A  power  to  appoint  an  estate  au- 
thorizes an  appointment  to  trus- 
tees to  sell  and  divide  the  produce 
between  the  objects.     Ibid, 

4f.  A  testator  had  a  power  to  appoint  a 
fund,  and  his  son  (^.)  and  grand- 
son (B.)  were  objects.  Having 
by  deed  appointed  part  to  his  sod, 
he,  by  will,  reciting  that  the  son 
could,  under  the  hotchpot  clause, 
be  obliged  to  bring  in  the  ap- 
pointed part,  proceeded,  "and 
then  as  I  make  no  further  ap- 
pointment,*' the  whole  settled  fund 
must  be  equally  divided  between 
A,  and  B.  He  made  A,  his  resi- 
duary legatee.  It  turned  out  that 
the  hotchpot  clause  did  not  apply* 
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Held,  first,  that  the  will  did  not  ; 
operate  as  an   appointment,  and,  I 
secondly,  that  no  case  o(  election  | 
arose.        Langilow   v.    Langslow, 
Page  obi 
See  PowEE. 
Relations. 

ASSETS. 
See  Real  and  Personal  Estate. 

ASSIGNEE. 
5« Taxation,  II. 


BANKRUPT.  . 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  1.  i 

BANKRUPTCY.  \ 

Under  a  marriage  settlement  the 
husband  was  entitled  to  a  life  in- 
terest in  ail  the  wife's  after-ac- 
quired property.  The  husband 
became  bankrupt,  and  obtained 
his  certificate.  The  wife  after- 
wards became  entitled  to  the  resi- 
duary estate  of  her  deceased  sister, 
as  next  of  kin.  Held,  that  the 
assignees  were  not  entitled  to  the 
husband's  life  interest  in  this  pro- 
perty. In  re  Inkson's  Trusts.  310 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  1. 

BEQUEST. 
Bequest  to  wife  for  life,  and  after- 
wards to  all  the  testator's  nephews 
and  nieces  living  at  the  death  of  his 
wife,  namely,  **all  the  children  of 
my  brother  S,  //.,"  ^c.  (naming 
the  greater  part,  but  not  the 
whole  of  his  brothers  and  sisters, 
and  excepting  one  of  his  nieces  by 


name,  and  gi^i^  ^^^  ^  ^^?*^)* 
Held,  that  this  was  not  a  gift  to  a 
class  consisting  of  all  the  tesutor's 
nephews  and  nieces,  but  to  the 
children  only  of  tho^e  brothers  and 
sisters  who  were  specifically 
named.     In  re  Uulfs  Estate, 

Page  514 
5«"  And"  read  "Or.- 

Legacy. 

Life  Interest. 

Will. 

BLENDING  ASSETS. 
See  Real  and  Personal  Estate. 

BOND. 
See  Lien,  1. 

BREACH  OF  TRUST. 

1 .  Where  a  trustee  who  is  indebted  to 
the  trust  becomes  bankrupt,  it  is 
his  duty  to  prove  the  debt,  and  if 
he  neglect  so  to  do,  he  is  liable  for 
the  loss,  notwithstanding  his  certi- 
ficate. Orrett  v.  Corser.  Corset 
V.  OrretL  52 

3.  A  plaintiff  sued  his  trustee,  to 
make  him  responsible  for  a  trust 
fund  which  had  been  wrongfully 
paid  to  the  PlaintifTs  father.  The 
Plaintiff  had,  as  one  of  the  next 
of  kin  of  his  father,  received  two- 
thirds  of  his  estate.  Held,  that 
the  father's  assets  in  the  hands 
of  the  Plaintiff  were  primarily 
liable  to  make  good  two-thirds  of 
the  trust-fund,  in  exoneration  of 
the  trustee.     Ibid. 

3.  In  1 799.  a  testator  devised  an  es- 
tate in  trust  for  his  daughter  and 
her  husband  successively  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  their  children, 
T  T  2 
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and  he  gave  to  the  trustee  a  power 
of  sale.  The  trustee  died  in  1 806, 
and  the  trust  descended  on  his 
heir  A,  Immediately  afterwards, 
B,^  acting  without  authority  as 
trustee,  sold  the  estate  to  a  pur- 
chaser with  notice,  and  allowed 
the  purchase-money  to  be  received 
by  the  daughter*s  husband.  The 
husband  died  in  1837,  and  in  a 
suit  instituted  by  one  of  the  chil- 
dren, his  estate  was  declared 
liable  for  the  purchase-money  in 
his  hands.  The  daughter  died  in 
1 845,  and,  in  a  suit  by  her  repre- 
sentatives, the  estate  of  H,  was  held 
liable  for  the  trust-money  to  the 
extent  of  the  daughter's  interest 
only,  and  relief  was  refused  to  the 
children,  who  were  Defendants. 
Between  1826  and  1830  the  chil- 
dren had  executed  deeds  reciting 
the  sale,  &c.  In  1851  some  of 
them  instituted  a  suit  to  recover 
the  estate  itself  from  the  purchaser. 
Held,  that  they  were  entitled  to  no 
relief;  and,  in  a  cross-suit  by  the 
purchaser,  the  children  were  de- 
creed to  make  good  his  title. 
H^  V.  LiMeU  (No.  1),  Liddtll 
y.  Norton,  Page  183 

4.  A  testator  gave  annuities  to  the 
Plaintiffs  and  appointed  three  exe- 
cutors, one  of  whom  {A,  B.)  was 
the  residuary  legatee.  No  fund 
was  set  apart  to  answer  the  an- 
nuitiesy  but  A,  B.  was  permitted 
by  his  co-executors  to  receive  the 
assets,  which  he  wasted,  though  he 
paid  the  annuities  for  eighteen 
years,  at  the  end  of  which  he  be- 
came  insolvetit.     Held^  that   the 


co-executors  were  liable  to  the 
Plaintiffs  for  A.  B.'s  receipts. 
Egbert  v.  Butter.  Page  560 

5.  A  testator  devised  a  real  estate 
to  A.  B.  for  life,  in  terras  which 
gave  him  the  legal  estate,  and  he 
bequeathed  to  him  his  personal 
estate,  subject  to  some  annuities 
bequeathed  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and 
appointed  him  an  executor.  A,  B, 
wasted  the  assets.  Held,  that  his 
life  estate  in  the  realty  was  not 
liable  to  make  good  the  annuities. 
Ibid. 
See  Devastavit. 

Municipal  Corporation  Act. 

Power  of  Sale,  1. 

Trustee,  2. 


CASES    REVERSED    OR   OB- 
SERVED UPON. 

1.  The  report  of  the  case  of  Paper. 
fVhitcombe  (3  Mer.  689)  is  inaccu- 
rate.    Pinch  v.HolUngsfvorth.  112 

2.  The  doctrine  of  Trye  v.  The 
Corporation  of  Gloucester  (14  Bear. 
173)  adhered  to.  Philpott  v.  St. 
George* s  Hospital.  134 

CHARGE. 

See  Merger. 

CHARGE  OF  DEBTS. 

1.  A  mere  desire  expressed  by  « 
testator  in  his  will  that  his  debts 
shall  be  paid,  creates  a  charge  on 
his  real  estate  for  their  payment. 
Wrigley  v.  Sykes.  337 

2.  A  general  charge  of  debts  on  the 
real  estate  gives  to  the  executors 
an  implied  power  of  sale.    IM. 
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3.  Distinction  between  the  expres- 
sion of  a  desire  that  all  debts  shall 
be  paid,  followed  by  a  gifl  of  a 
particular  estate  for  the  payment, 
and  a  general  charge  of  the  real 
estate  with  the  debts,  followed  by 
a  particular  provision  for  their 
payment.  In  the  former,  the  ge- 
neral charge  is  qualified  and  limit- 
ed to  the  particular  estate,  but  in 
the  latter  it  is  not.  Wrigley  v. 
Sykes.  Page  337 

4.  A  "  testator  '*  ordered  his  debts 
and  legacies  "  to  be  paid  and  dis- 
charged out  of  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate.'*  He  subsequently 
devised  his  real  estates  to  trustees 
for  five  hundred  years,  and  subject 
thereto,  to  his  five  sons  as^tenants 
in  common  in  fee,  '*  upon  condi- 
tion "  that  they  should  pay,  in 
equal  shares,  certain  legacies  and 
his  debts ;  and  in  case  any  son 
should  neglect  to  pay  his  portion, 
the  trustees  of  the  term  were,  out 
of  the  rents  of  his  share,  to  raise 
the  amount.  He  appointed  the 
five  sons  executors.  Thirty-three 
years  after  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor, the  surviving  executors  sold 
the  estate,  as  they  alleged,  to  pay 
the  debts.  The  Court  held,  that 
they  had  power  to  sell,  and  decreed 
a  specific  performance  against  the 
purchaser.    Ibid.  337 

CHARITY. 

1.  Under  the  powers  of  an  Act  of 
Parliament,  assented  to  by  the 
Crown,  as  lord  of  a  manor,  and 
by  the  commoners,  King  George 
III.  granted  to  the  vestry  of  Rich" 
mond  a  portion  of  the  common,  for 


a  workhouse,  a  cemetery,  and  "  in 
trust  for  the  employment  and  sup- 
port of  the  poor  of  tlie  said  parish." 
Held,  upon  the  construction  of 
the  act  and  the  grant,  that,  al- 
though this  was  a  charity,  the 
income  might  properly  be  applied 
in  aid  of  the  poor-rates  and  so  in 
relief  of  the  parish.  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Blizard.  Page  233 

2.  When  lands  are  given  to  charity 
purposes  on  the  happening  of  a 
particular  event,  there  is  a  result- 
ing trust  in  the  meanwhile;  but 
where  real  estate  was  vested  in  A. 
in  trust,  out  of  the  rents,  to  keep 
it  ready  for  the  reception  of  plague 
patients,  during  their  sickness,  but 
no  longer,  and  for  a  burying-place 
for  them,  and  for  no  other  use, 
&c.,  it  was  held,  first,  that  this  was 
a  good  gift  to  charitable  purposes, 
and  not  merely  a  gift  contingent 
upon  the  re-appearance  of  the 
plague  ;  and,  secondly,  that  there 
was  no  resulting  trust  in  the  mean- 
while for  the  donor  or  bis  heirs, 
though  the  plague  had  not  reap- 
peared for  more  than  180  years. 
Attorney-General  V.  Earl  qf  Craven 

392 
See  Gift  Over. 

Lasting  Improvjements. 

Mortmain. 

CHILDREN. 

1 .  Where  the  words  "  children  "  and 
''  issue  "  are  used  interchangeably 
in  a  will,  the  operation  of  the  word 
'children'*  may  be  extended  to 
*  issue  generally  "  to  effectuate  the 
intention.  Harley  v.  Mitford.  280 
A  testator  declared,  that  in  case  his 
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daughters  should  "  leave  issue," 
they  might  appoint  a  fund  "  unto 
such  children  '*  **  in  such  manner  " 
as  they  should  choose,  and,  in  de- 
fault of  any  child,  they  might  ap- 
point it  to  their  sisters  and  their 
children.  "  And  in  case  all  his 
daughters  should  die  without  is- 
sue," then  over.  Held,  that  "  chil- 
dren '*  must  be  construed  issue, 
and  that  an  appointment  to  a  grand- 
child was  within  the  power.  Held 
also,  that  the  word  "  such  "  did 
not  refer  to  issue  a  daughter 
might  leave,  but  to  such  of  the 
class  as  she  might  choose.  Harley 
V.  Mltford.  Page  280 

See  Will,  1. 

CHOSE  IN  ACTION. 
See  Notice,  3. 

CLASS. 

Bequest  to  wife  for  life  and  after- 
wards to  all  the  testator's  nephews 
and  nieces  living  at  the  death  of  his 
wife,  namely,  "all  the  children  of 
my  brother  ^S".  //.,'*  &c.  (naming 
the  greater  part,  but  not  the  whole 
of  his  brothers  and  sisters,  and 
excepting  one  of  his  nieces  by 
name,  and  giving  her  a  legacy). 
Held,  that  this  was  not  a  gift  to  a 
class  consisting  of  all  the  testator's 
nephews  and  nieces,  but  to  the 
children  only  of  those  brothers 
and  sisters  who  were  specifically 
named.  In  re  Hults  Estate,  314 
See  Bequest. 

COMPANY. 

See  Winding-up  Act. 


COMPENSATION. 

On  their  marriage,  a  lady  and  her 
husband  covenanted  to  settle  her 
real  estate,  on  trusts,  under  which 
the  husband  was  to  have  a  life 
estate  therein,  and  the  wife  ob- 
tained benefits  in  her  personalty 
which  she  would  not  have  been 
otherwise  entitled  to,  and  had  a 
power  to  appoint  a  fund  by  will. 
She  appointed  it  to  strangers,  and 
on  her  death  the  settlement  turned 
out  to  be  inoperative  as  to  her 
real  estate,  she  having  been  an 
infant  when  she  executed  it.  The 
husband  lost  his  life  estate  in  it. 
Held,  that  the  appointees  were  not 
volunteers  but  purchasers  under  the 
wife,  and  that  the  husband  was  not 
entitled  to  compensation  out  of  the 
wife's  personal  estate  included  in 
the  settlement  for  the  loss  of  his 
life  estate  in  the  wife's  realty. 
Campbell  v.  Ingilby,         Page  567 

CONCEALMENT. 

See  Misrepresentation. 
Setting  aside  Contract. 

CONDITION. 

Where  a  legacy  is  given  on  condi- 
tion, it  must  be  strictly  and  lite- 
rally performed  ;  but  where  a 
bequest  was  made  to  A,,  on  con- 
dition that  he  conveyed  his  estate 
to  B,  and  C,  in  such  shares  as 
shall  be  determined  by  [blank],  ^i 
was  held,  that  the  gift  was  not 
rendered  ineffectual  by  reason  of 
the  blank.  Robinson  v.  fyheel- 
rvright.  ~l* 

See  Anticipation. 
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CONDITIONS  OF  SALE. 
Under  special  conditions,  on  the  sale 
of  leaseholds,  it  was  provided, 
'*that  possession  should  be  deemed 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  due  per- 
formance or  sufficient  waiver  of 
any  breach  in  the  covenants  in  the 
lease,  up  to  the  completion  of  the 
sale."  Held,  that  this  would 
cover  all  breaches  down  to  the 
contract,  but  not  breaches  of  cove- 
nant subsequently  committed  by 
the  vendor,  by  which  a  forfeiture 
was  incurred.  Howells,  Kightley, 
Page  331 
See  Costs,  J?. 

Title  Deeds. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

In  the  construction  of  wills  the  Court 
looks  not  only  to  the  terms  of  the 
will  itself,  but  to  the  surrounding 
circumstances  and  the  state  of  the 
parties.  Pasmorev,  Huggins,  103 
5ee"AND*'  READ  "Or." 

Bequest. 

Children. 

Class. 

Condition. 

Contingency. 

Executor. 

Lapse. 

Legacy. 

Life  Interest. 

Next  of  Kin. 

Power,  1,  2,  3, 

Real  and  Personal  Estate. 

Relations. 

Remoteness,  1,4. 

Residue,  1,  2. 

Survivorship. 

Vesting. 

Will,  1,  2,  3,  6. 


CONSULTATION. 

See  Taxation,  5. 

CONTINGENCY. 

.  Construction  of  a  gift,  pending  a 

contingency, "  to  the  person  for  the 

time  being  entitled  in  immediate 

expectancy."   Westcar  v.  Westcar. 

Page  328 

,  Real  and  personal  property  were 
given  to  the  eldest  son  of  A.  who 
should  be  living  at  his  decease  and 
attain  twenty-one.  The  income, 
after  twenty-one  years'  accumula- 
tion, was  given  "  to  the  person 
for  the  time  being  entitled  in  im- 
mediate expectancy"  to  the  pro- 
perty. At  the  end  of  twenty-one 
years  A.  was  living  and  had  chil- 
dren, who  were  all  minors.  Held, 
that  the  eldest  minor  was  entitled 
to  the  income  until  A.'s  death. 
Ibid. 

.  Personal  estate  was  given  upon  a 
contingency,  and  the  *•  income" 
was  to  accumulate  in  the  mean- 
while as  long  as  lawful.  There 
was  a  proviso  that,  subject  thereto, 
the  •*  income"  was  to  be  paid  to 
the  person  *'  entitled  in  immediate 
expectancy."  The  rents  of  the 
real  estate  were  then  given  upon 
the  same  trusts  as  had  been  de- 
clared concerning  the  '*  residuary 
personal  estate,"  and  upon  the  per- 
sonal estate  becoming  vested,  to 
convey  the  real  estate  to  the  same 
person.  Held,  that  all  the  trusts 
of  the  personal  estate  were  appli- 
cable  to  the  real  estate,  and  that 
the  person  entitled  in  immediate 
expectancy  to  the  income  of  the 
personal  estate  was  also  entitled 
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to  the  rents  of  the  real  estate. 
fVestcar  v.  Westcar.  Page  328 
See  Contingent  Estate. 

CONTINGENT  ESTATE. 

1.  A  contingent  estate  in  fee  under  a 
shifting  clause  may  be  devised 
both  by  the  old  and  new  law. 
Ingilby  v.  Amcotts,  5S5 

2.  Devise  to  A,  of  estate  X.  in  fee, 
with  an  executory  shifting  limita- 
tion to  B,  and  her  heirs,  in  the 
event  of  A,  becoming  entitled  to 
another  estate,  Y,  B.  died  first, 
and  her  estate  descended  on  C, 
her  heir,  who  by  his  will,  in  1851, 
made  a  general  devise  of  his  real 
estate.  Some  months  after  his 
death,  the  event  took  place  on 
which  the  X  estate  was  to  shift  from 
A.  to  B,  Held,  tliat  the  estate 
X,  passed  by  C's  will,  and  did  not 
descend  either  to  the  heir  of  B.  or 
ofC.     Ibid. 

CONTRACT. 
A.  and  B.  were  partners  for  four 
years  in  the  K,  Mill,  and  A,  and 
C  were  sub-partners  at  will.  A. 
put  an  end  to  his  sub-partnership 
with  C.  They  afterwards  met 
and  A.  drew  up  this  document : 
**  Mr.  C.  to  receive  three-six- 
teenths of  the  K,  Mill  during  the 
present  partnership  of  A,  and  B. 
If  Mr.  C.  enters  into  any  other 
business  before,  to  renounce  his 
interest  above  mentioned,  and  to 
receive  500/.  as  a  quit  claim."  It 
was  taken  to  a  solicitor  to  draw  a 
formal  agreement,  who  said  it  was 
too  vague  to  act  upon,  and  both 
parties   differed    as    to    its   con- 


struction. Held,  that  it  was  not 
a  final  coticluded  agreement,  which 
could  be  enforced.  Frvit  w,  MmU 
ion.  Page  596 

See  Marriaob  Sbttlbmemt. 

misrepbjbsbntatiom,  2. 

Setting  aside  Contract. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

CONTRIBUTION. 
A  suit  was  instituted  against  the  di- 
rectors of  an  abortive  company,  to 
make  them  liable  for  acts  of  mil- 
management  and  for  the  misap- 
plication of  its  funds.     This  was 
compromised  by  an  order  on  the 
Defendants  to  pay  a  fixed  sum. 
One  of  them  having  paid  more 
than  his  share.  Held,  that  he  could 
sustain  a  suit  simply  for  contribu- 
tion in  respect  of  the  compromise, 
and  that  the  co-directors  were  not 
entitled,  without  a  cross  bill,  to 
make   the   Plaintiff,  at  the  same 
time,  account  for  his  general  lia- 
bilities to  the  company.     ProU  v. 
Masterman.  61 

COSTS. 

1.  According  to  the  new  practice,  15 
&  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  56,  in  cases 
of  sale  by  the  Court,  an  abstract 
of  title  is  submitted  to  CooDsel 
to  prepare  the  conditions  of  sale. 
Counsel  having  made  certain 
queries  upon  four  sheets  of  an 
abstract,  the  vendor's  solicitor 
charged  U.  1*.  for  perusing  the 
same,  &c.,  and  4/.  6*.  Sd.  for  a 
second  fair  copy  of  the  abstract 
for  the  purchaser's  solicitor.  The 
Taxing  Master  disallowed  ibefir*^ 
item,  and  reduced  the  second  to 
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13#.  4(2.,  which  he  allowed  for  re- 
copying  the  four  spoiled  sheets  of 
the  abstract,  to  render  it  fit  to  be 
sent  to  the  purchaser's  solicitor. 
On  a  petition  to  re?iew,  held,  that 
the  Taxing  Master  was  right,  and 
that  they  were  matters  entirely 
within  the  discretion  of  the  Taxing 
Master.  Rumsey  v.  Runuey.  Ex 
parle  J.  C  Rumsey.  Page  40 

2.  The  solicitor  usually  charges  for 
drawing  the  conditions  of  sale, 
though  they  are  really  drawn  by 
Counsel,  and  he  is  thereby  remu- 
nerated for  the  trouble  of  answer- 
ing Counsel's  queries.     Ibid. 

3.  A  second  fair  copy  of  abstract  is 
not  allowed,  except  under  special 
circumstances^  as  where  the  notes 
of  Counsel  render  the  copy  laid 
before  him  wholly  unfit  to  go  to 
the  purchaser.     Ibid. 

4.  In  an  administration  suit,  all  pro- 
per and  necessary  parties  have 
their  costs  prior  to  the  administra- 
tion of  the  fund.  But  in  suits  by 
mortgagees  to  ascertain  priorities 
upon  an  estate,  or  upon  a  fund 
produced  by  it,  af^er  the  proper 
costs  of  the  Plaintiff  are  paid,  the 
costs  of  the  other  incumbrancers 
are  added  to  their  securities,  and 
paid  in  the  order  of  their  priori- 
ties. Ford  V.  The  Earl  of  Ches- 
terfield.  426 

6.  Where  there  is  a  deficiency  of  the 
assets,  the  costs  of  creditors  of 
proving  their  debts  are  not  pay- 
able in  the  6rst  instance,  but  are 
added  to  the  debts  and  appor- 
tioned with  them.  Morshead  v. 
Reynolds.  638 


See  Lands  Clauses  Act,  2,  3. 
Partition. 

Solicitor  and  Client. 
Taxation. 

Trustee  and  Cestui  que 
Trust,  1,  %. 

COUNSEL. 
See  Taxation,  1,  2,  4,  5. 

COURT  ROLLS. 
The  usual  order  was  made  for  the 
deposit  by  the  Defendant  of  all 
documents  in  his  possession. 
Some  of  them  consisted  of  the 
court  rolls  of  a  manor>  of  which 
the  Defendant  acted  as  steward, 
but  his  right  to  that  office  was 
contested.  The  Court  released 
the  Defendant  from  the  necessity 
of  depositing  them  io  Court,  and 
ordered  the  production  at  the 
steward's.     Car^iv  v.  Davis. 

Page  213 

COVENANT. 
See  Conditions  of  Sale. 

CREDITORS. 
See  Costs,  h. 

CROSS  BILL. 
See  Contribution. 


DECREE. 

1.  A  tesutor,  in  1823,  directed  his 
trustees  to  apply  such  part  of  a 
moiety  of  the  surpilus  rents,  as 
they  in  their  discretion  should  see 
fit,  for  the  maintenance,  &c.  of 
his   younger  children  during  his 
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widow's  life,  and,  at  her  decease, 
to  pay  then  1,000/.  a  piece.  Sub- 
ject thereto.  A,  B,  was  absolutely 
entitled  to  the  estate.  In  a  suit 
for  the  performance  of  the  trusts, 
the  estate  was  sold,  and  a  fund 
was  set  apart  to  provide  for  the 
widow's  dower,  which  was  ordered 
to  be  charged  with  the  legacies 
payable  at  her  death,  and  A,  B, 
was  declared  entitled  to  the  re- 
maining fund.  The  widow  died 
in  1854,  and  no  provision  having 
been  made  for  the  children's  main- 
tenance under  the  discretionary 
direction,  a  younger  child  sought 
to  obtain  payment  out  of  the  dower 
fund,  but  the  Court  held,  that 
whatever  his  rights  might  be,  they 
had  been  concluded  by  the  pre- 
vious orders  made  in  this  cause. 
Livesey  v.  Harding.  Page  227 
2.  Form  of  decree  on  setting 'aside 
deeds  partially,  viz.,  as  against 
creditors   only.       Bott   v.   Smith. 

511 
See  Judgment. 

DEED. 

See  Notice. 

Reforming  Deed. 
Remoteness,  2. 

DEPOSITIONS. 

See  Evidence,  3, 

DEVASTAVIT. 
The  husband  of  an  executrix  or  ad- 
ministratrix is  liable  for  all  the 
assets  received  or  devastavits  com- 
mitted by  himself  or  by  his  wife 
during  the  coverture,  and  his  es- 
tate remains  liable  after  his  death. 


The  husband  of  an  executrix^ 
who  was  liable  for  a  breach  of 
trust,  made  his  wife  and  twoothen 
his  executrix  and  executors. 
"They  possessed  themselves  of 
all  his  assets."  Held,  that  the 
husband's  liability  was  not  satis- 
fied by  the  circumstance  of  his 
widow  uniting  in  herself  the  two 
characters ;  and  in  a  suit  to  charge 
the  husband's  assets,  an  inquiry  as 
to  the  amount  of  such  assets  re- 
ceived by  her  was  refused,  and  it 
was  held,  that  her  legal  personal 
representative  was  not  a  necessary 
party.  Smith  v.  Smith.  Page  885 
See  Breach  op  Trust,  5. 

DEVISE. 
A  trustee  devised  **  all  his  real  es- 
tates, whatsoever  and  whereso- 
ever," charged  with  a  legacy. 
Held,  that  the  trust  estates  did 
not  pass.  Hope  v.  Liddell,  (No. 
1.)  m 

See  Contingent  Estate. 

Residuary  Legatee,  2. 

Will. 

DISCOVERY. 
See  Penalty. 

DISMISSAL  FOR  WANT  OF 
PROSECUTION. 

The  Plaintiff  required  ^.,  but  not 
B,f  to  answer  the  amendments. 
B.y  who  did  not  desire  to  answer, 
moved  after  fourteen  days  to  dis- 
miss. Held,  that  the  case  was  not 
within  the  115th  Order  of  i/fly> 
1845.     Bronm  v.  Butter.         615 

DOMICIL. 

An  Englishwoman  married  a  domi- 
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died  Frenchman.  Articles  were, 
previous  to  the  marriage,  executed 
in  the  English  form,  by  which  the 
wife  became  entitled  to  HOOL  a 
year.  Her  husband  afterwards 
separated  from  her,  and  subse- 
quently the  French  Court  con- 
demned her  for  adultery.  Held, 
that  the  contract  of  marriage  was 
English,  and  that  the  rights  of  the 
parties  were  to  be  regulated  by 
English  law,  and  further  property 
of  the  wife  having  fallen  into  pos- 
session, and  the  moral  conduct  of 
both  parties  being  reprehensible, 
the  income  of  the  fund  must  be 
equally  divided  between  them. 
fVatli  V.  Shrimpton.  Page  97 


ELECTION. 

1.  The  testator  devised  to  A,  and  B, 
successively  for  life,  and  to  the 
first  and  other  sons  of  B.  in  tail, 
not  only  his  own  fee-simple  estates, 
but  others  of  which  he  was  tenant 
in  fee  in  remainder  (subject  to  in- 
termediate estates  to  J.  and  B,) 
in  fee.  It  was  held,  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  terms  of  the  will, 
that  the  testator  intended  to  dis- 
pose of  more  than  his  own  interest 
in  the  settled  estates,  and  that 
therefore  J.  and  B,  were  bound 
either  to  give  effect  to  the  will,  or 
to  make  compensation.  Wintour 
V.  Cliftm.  447 

2.  In  order  to  constitute  a  concluded 
election,  the  act  done  must  be 
with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  and  the 


rights  to  which  the  person  put  to 
his  election  was  entitled.  IVinlour 
V.  Clifton.  Page  447 

3.  Clifton  Hall,  and  the  manor  and 
estate  of  Wilford,  stood  limited  to 
the  testator  for  life,  with  remain- 
der to  A,  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  B,  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  the 
testator  in  fee.  The  testator  was 
also  seised  in  fee  of  newly  pur- 
chased lands  at  Wilford  and  of 
other  hereditaments.  He  devised 
"  his  manor"  of  Wilford  and  "  his 
mansion-house**  called  CUftonUdXi^ 
and  his  fee-simple  property,  to  A. 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  B.  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  ^.'s  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail,  &c.  &c. 
The  will  empowered  the  tenants 
for  life,  when  in  possession,  to 
lease  (except  the  mansion,  &c.),  to 
jointure,  and  to  charge  portions 
for  younger  children.  The  tes- 
tator also  gave  pictures,  &c.  as  heir- 
looms, and  his  personal  estate  was 
to  be  invested  on  like  trusts.  The 
testator  died  in  1837,  and  in  1848 
A.  and  B,  suffered  a  recovery. 
Held,  that  by  his  will,  the  testator 
was  disposing  not  only  of  his  re- 
version, but  of  the  fee-simple  in 
the  settled  estates,  and  that  there- 
fore A.  and  B,  were  bound  to  elect: 
and,  secondly,  that  they  had  not 
elected  by  joining  in  the  recovery. 
Ibid. 

4.  Precatory  words  will  not  create  a 
case  for  election,  neither  will  the 
absence  of  the  execution  of  a  power 
upon  an  erroneous  impression, 
stated  in  the  will,  that,  by  its  non- 
execution,  A»  (a  legatee)  will  di- 


estate,  or  abandon  benctits  in  per-  mee  i 

sonal  estate  conferred  on  her  by 
the  settlement.  Campbell  v.  /n- 
giWy.  567 

See  Appointment,  4. 

EVIDENCE. 

.  Entry  of  a  payment  of  a  deceased 
person  against  his  interest,  ]ield 
admissible.  Orrett  v.  Corser, 
Corser  v.  Orrett,  52 

.  Entry  by  a  deceased  person  shew- 
ing (in  contradiction  to  a  deed 
evidencing  a  rightful  payment  by 
him)  that  the  payment  had  been 
made  in  breach  of  trust  to  A.  B. 
instead  of  to  the  trustees,  held 
admissible  in  evidence  to  shew  the 
receipt  by  A.  B,^  on  the  ground 
that  such  entry  tended  to  charge 
the  maker  of  it.     Ihid. 

.  A.%  without  authority,  sold  a  trust 
estate  to  B,     In  a  suit  to  recover 
the  money  from  A,,  B.,  who  was 
not  a  party,  was  examined  as  a      I.  Two 
witness.     A  suit   was  aderwi^rds         ject 
instituted  against  the  representa-  ownc 

tives  of  B.,  to  recover  the  estate  son, 

ifaoir     anA    on    rtrrlor  rkf*/*mirco  woo  nnn   ( 
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B.  to  the  PluiHtifF^  but  without 
any  express  iDentiom  of  the  ex- 
oneration clause.  The  Plaintiff 
having  tiled  a  bill  to  cfnforce 
the  eitoneflitfott  elaose,  without 
making  the  trdritees  of  tlie  settle- 
ndent  parties^  it  was  dismissed, 
with  costs.  Rooke  v.  Lard  Ken- 
singttifi.  Page  470 

2.  Whether  the  Plaintiff  Was  in  a 
situation  to  enforce  the  contract, 
und^  the  terms  of  his  security, 
qtutere.    Ibid, 

3.  The  time  fbx  exercising  the  tfUst 
for  sale  would  seehi  to  be,  when 
the  B.  estate  would  be  made  liable 
to  pay  the  charge  on  the  A.  estnte. 
Ibid. 

EXPECTANCY. 

Stt  CollTINC»£MCr. 

EXTRINSIC  EVIDENCE. 
See  REVocAtibK,  S. 


FEME  COVERT. 

See  Anticipation. 

Executor. 

FOREIGN  LAW. 

See  Administration  Suit. 

DbHlClL. 

FOREIGN  RAILWAY. 
Bill  by  ati  English  shareholder  against 
a  Diltch  Railway  Compahy,  to  be 
relieved  against  a  forfeiture  of 
aharea,  dismissed  with  eosts^  the 
Bbd^takitig  and  direction  being 


foreign,  amd  there  being  a  decision 
in  the  Dutch  Courts  opposed  to 
the  Plaintiff's  view.  Sudlow  v. 
Dutch  Rhenish  Railway  Comfjany* 
Page  43 

FRAUD. 

See  Fraudulent  Deed. 
Misrepresentation. 
Setting  aside  Contract. 

FRAUDULENT  DEED. 

1.  A  deed  may  be  void  as  against 
creditors  though  full  consideration 
is  given  for  it,  if  it  be  in  such  a 
form  as  to  defeat  the  creditors  and 
be  executed  with  that  intention. 
BoUv.  Smith.  5U 

£.  In  June,  1854^  the  Plaintiff  re- 
covered a  judgment  against  E.  S., 
as  overseer  of  a  parish,  for  S38/., 
and  three  days  after,  an  order  nisi 
issued  for  an  attachment.  In  Sep- 
tember  following,  E.  S.  conveyed 
all  his  estate  and  effedts  to  his  son, 
in  consideration  of  his  lodging, 
maintaining  iind  clothing  him  for 
life,  and  paying  751.  on  his  death, 
and  indemnifying  him  against  a 
mottgage  debt  on  the  property, 
and  which  he  secured  by  bond. 
The  full  consideration  was  not 
giveti,  but  the  difference  was  not 
great.  The  Court  being  of  opi- 
nion that  the  deeds  were  made 
with  a  view  of  defeating  the  Plain- 
tiff's execution,  set  aside  the  trans- 
action as  against  the  creditors. 
Ibid. 

See  Misrepresentation. 

FREIGHT. 
See  Ship,  fi* 


cira  oi  ni\  August,  i^o^. 

See  Printed  Bill,  2. 
47th  of  26th  August,  1852. 

See  Costs,  5. 

GENERAL  RESIDUE. 

See  Residue,  5,  6. 

GIFT  OVER. 

A  testator,  in  case  any  person  should 
give  a  suitable  piece  of  land  for 
almshouses,  gave  a  sum  of  money 
to  be  devoted  to  the  charity,  with 
a  gift  over  of  the  fund,  if  no  such 
piece  of  land  should  be  provided 

•  or  the  scheme  should  not  be  ap- 
proved of  by  his  trustees.  The 
land  was  provided,  and  no  diffi- 
culty interposed  as  to  the  scheme, 
but  the  gifl  of  the  money  was  held 
void  as  contrary  to  the  policy  of 
the  Mortmain  Act.  Held,  that 
the  gift  over  did  not  take  effect. 
PhilpoU  V.  8t,  George^s  Hospital. 
Page  184 

GRANDCHILDREN. 

See  Children. 
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between  the  three  might  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Court,  for  due  cause, 
without  setting  aside  the  deed  of 
indemnity,  which  might  be  the 
subject  of  another  suit.  Harrison 
V.  Tennant.  Page  482 

INFANT. 

An  infant,  on  coming  of  age,  may 
ratify  securities  given  by  him  dur- 
ing his  minority,  without  receiving 
any  further  consideration,  but  he 
must,  on  the  occasion,  have  full 
knowledge  and  complete  informa- 
tion respecting  the  transaction. 
Kay  v.  Smith.  522 

See  Election,  5. 

Misrepresentation,  3. 

INJUNCTION. 

See  Administration  Suit. 
Ship,  1. 

INQUIRY. 
On  the  cause  coming  on  for  further 
consideration,  the  Defendant,  who 
was  entitled  to  a  moiety,  insisted 
that  she  was  purchaser  for  valu- 
able consideration  of  the  other 
moiety.  Held,  that,  although  no 
such  point  had  been  raised  by  her 
answer,  she  was  still  entitled  to 
make  it  available,  and  an  inquiry 
was  directed.    Lyne  v.  Lyne.    318 

INTEREST. 
A  trust  term  was  created  for  raising 
the  sum  of  10,000/.,  with  interest 
from  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  for  his  younger  children  as 
he  should  appoint,  and  in  default  to 


them  equally.  He  appointed  the 
fund  to  his  two  younger  children, 
in  unequal  proportions,  a/ier  the 
decease  of  himself  and  of  his  mother. 
Held,  that  the  intermediate  in- 
terest, between  the  deaths  of  the 
tenant  for  life  and  his  mother,  was 
unappointed,  and  that  it  belonged 
to  the  two  children  equally,  and 
did  not  pass  as  accessory  to  the 
capital  appointed.  }Vatts  v. 
Shrimp/on.  Page  97 

INTERNATIONAL  LAW. 
See  DoMiciL. 

Foreign  Railway. 

IRREGULARITY. 
See  Printed  Bill. 
Taxation,  8,  10. 

JOINT  OWNER. 
See  Lien,  2. 

JUDGMENT. 
A  judgment  creditor  ranking  after  a 
first  mortgagee,  but  prior  in  date 
to  a  further  charge,  and  to  other 
judgments.  Held  entitled  to  a 
foreclosure,  although  all  the  other 
parties  insisted  on  a  sale.  Messer 
V.  BoyU.  559 

JURISDICTION. 

See  Administration  Suit. 
Foreign  Railway. 


LACHES. 

See  Setting  aside  Contract. 


Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  '*  1 

the  promoters   kre  not   liable  to  cec 

pay  the  costs  incurred  by  the  ap-  thu 

plication  of  their  purchase-money  int 

in  paying  off  an  incumbrance  on  sor 

other  parts  of  the  estate  of  the  to 

owner.     Ibid.  son 

,  Moneys  paid  into  Court  by  two 

Companies,      under     the     Lands 

Clauses    Consolidation    Act,    or-  ^^'^ 

dered  to  be  paid  out  on  one  peti-  ***  ^' 

tion,  and  the  costs  to  be  appor-  ^" 

tioned  between  the  two  companies.  "®^ 

Ibid.  i""] 

ten 

LAPSE.  ing 

Bequest  of  a  quarter  of  a  residue  to  9/ 
A.,  and,  on  his  death,  to  his  chil- 
dren, but  if  he  should  die  without 
leaving  lawful  issue  as  aforesaid, 
then  to  B.  and  three  other  persons,  ^^ 
and  to  the  respective  issue  of  such  ' 

of  them  aa  should  die  leaving  issue, 
such  issue  being  intended  to  take 
the  share  which  their  parent  would 
have  taken  if  living.  j1.  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix  without 
having  been  married.     B.  survived 
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tator  at  his  death  had  ceased  to 
occupy  that   house,  and    had   no 
furniture,  &c.,  therein.    Held,  that 
the   bequest   failed*      Spejtcer  v.  ; 
Spencer,  Page  548 

See  Life  Interest. 
Residue,  4. 

LIEN. 

1.  J.  agreed  to  purchase  an  estate 
from  B,,  and  upon  the  estate  being 
conveyed,  to  grant  a  life  annuity 
to  B.,  **  to  be  secured  by  bond." 
Held,  that  B.  had  no  lien  on  the 
estate  for  payment  of  the  annuity, 
and  was  merely  entitled  to  have  it 
secured  by  the  bond  of  the  pur- 
chaser.   Dixon  V.  Gatjfere  (No.  3). 

118 

2.  A.  and  B.  were  joint  owners  of  a 
house,  and  A,  had  laid  out  on  it 
monies  he  had  obtained  from  B. 
Held,  that  B.  had  no  Jien  on  the 
house  for  the  amount.  Kay  v. 
Johnston,  5S6 

LIFE  INTEREST. 
A  testatrix  bequeathed  a  legacy  to 
A,y  his  executors,  &c.y  "  but  in  case 
he  should  die  leaving  lawful  issue," 
she  bequeathed  it  to^.'s  children. 
A.  survived  the  testatrix.  Held, 
that  A»  took  a  life  interest  only. 
Johnston  v.  Antrobus,  5oG 

See  Meroer. 

LIMITATION. 

See  Will,  3,  4,  5. 


MANOR. 
See  Court  Rolls. 
Production. 

vol.    XXI. 


MARRIAGE. 

Sec  Misrepresentation,  1. 

MARRIAGE  SETTLEMENT. 
In  the  case  of  marriage  contracts,  it 
is  impossible  to  set  them  aside 
after  the  marriage,  on  the  ground 
of  a  failure  of  a  pecuniary  conside- 
ration on  one  side.  Campbell  v. 
Ingilby,  Page  567 

MERGER. 
The  owner  of  an  estate  voluntarily 
charged  it  with  his  own  simple 
contract  debt,  and,  by  the  same 
deed,  settled  the  estate,  subject 
thereto,  on  himself  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  daughter.  He 
afterwards  paid  off  the  debt,  but 
declared  that  the  charge  should 
continue  for  the  benefit  of  his  per- 
sonal estate.  After  his  death, 
held,  that  the  charge  still  subsisted 
and  must  be  raised  and  paid. 
Jameson  v.  Stein.  5 

MINE. 

See  Statute  of  Limitations. 

MISREPRESENTATION. 

1.  Where  a  person  seeks  to  make  a 
third  party  make  good  representa- 
tions made  by  him  on  his  marriage, 
he  must  establish,  and  that  clearly, 
first,  that  sufiicient  representations 
were  made ;  and  secondly,  that 
the  marriage  took  place  on  the 
faith  of  them.  Jameson  v.  Stein,   5 

2.  A  husband  and  wife  alleged,  that, 
on  their  marriage,  the  wife's  father 
stated  in  a  letter,  which,  however, 

u  u 
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they  stated  had  been  destroyed, 
**  that  he  could  do  no  more  for 
her  than  he  had  done,  and  that  he 
had  settled  his  IV,  estate  upon 
her."  He  had,  in  fact,  previously 
settled  that  estate  on  her,  but  sub- 
ject to  a  prior  charge  of  5,000/. 
They  sought  to  have  the  represen- 
tation made  good,  by  payment  of 
the  5000/.  out  of  the  father's 
estate.  The  Court  doubted  whether 
the  principle  applied  to  such  a  re- 
presentation, and  also  whether  the 
marriage  took  place  on  the  faith  of 
it,  and  refused  relief.  Jameson  v. 
Stein,  Page  5 

3.  The  Plaintiff  had,  during  his 
minority,  accepted  bills  to  a  con- 
siderable amount,  which  he  handed 
to  j4,,  who  raised  money  on  them 
from  B,  and  C,  in  whose  hands 
the  bills  had  remained.  Imme- 
diately on  coming  of  age,  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  belief,  brought 
about  by  the  misrepresentations  of 
A,,  B.  and  C,  that  the  bills  were 
in  circulation,  and  that  they  had 
bought  them  up  for  the  purpose, 
gave  to  B,  and  C.  securities  for 
the  amount  of  the  bills  in  their 
hands.  The  securities  were  set 
aside  unconditionally,  on  the 
ground  of  the  misrepresentation 
and  the  want  of  due  information. 
Kay  V.  Smith.  522 

See  Trustee. 

MISTAKE. 

If  one  party  be  acting  under  a  mis- 
apprehension, and  the  other  is 
accessory  to  it,  although  uninten- 


tionally,  the    transaction  cannot 
stand.     Hartopp  v.  Hattcfp, 

Page  259 
See  Reforming  Deed. 

MORTGAGE. 
A  judgment  creditor  ranking  after 
a  first  mortgagee,  but  prior  in  date 
to  a  further  charge  and  to  other 
judgments,  held,  entitled  to  a  fore- 
closure, although  all  the  other 
parties  insisted  on  a  sale.  Mester 
V.  Boyle.  559 

See  Exoneration,  1. 

MORTGAGOR  AND  MORT- 
GAGEE. 

See  Costs,  4. 
Judgment. 

MORTMAIN. 

1.  A  testator  demised  eight  acres  at 
N.  to  B,^  and  he  directed,  that  if 
any  person  should,  within  twelve 
months  from  his  death,  give  a 
suitable  piece  of  land  in  N.^  as  the 
site  of  almshouses,  his  executors 
should  pay  to  the  trustees  60,000/., 
to  be  devoted  to  the  purposes  of 
the  charity.  B.,  who  was  an  ex- 
ecutor, devoted  the  eight  acres  to 
the  charity.  Held,  that  the  be- 
quest of  the  money  was  void,  as 
contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  Mort- 
main Act.  Philpott  v.  St.  Georgei 
Hospital.  1,14 

2.  A  testator,  in  case  any  person 
should  give  a  suitable  piece  of  land 
for  almshouses,  gave  a  sum  of 
money  to  be  devoted  to  the  cha- 
rily, with  a  gift  over  of  the  fund 
if  no  such  piece  of  land  should  be 
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provided  or  the  scheme  should  not 
be  approved  of  by  his  trustees. 
The  land  was  provided,  and  no 
difficulty  interposed  as  to  the 
scheme,  but  the  gift  of  the  money 
was  held  void  as  contrary  to  the 
poh'cy  of  the  Mortmain  Act. 
Held,  that  the  gift  over  did  not 
take  effect.  Phiipott  v.  St.  George's 
Hospital,  Page  134 

See  Charity. 
Gift  Over. 


MOTION. 

See  Motion  by  Defendant  to 

STAY  Proceedings. 

MOTION  BY  DEFENDANT  TO 
STAY  PROCEEDINGS. 

1 .  Motion  by  Defendants  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit,  upon  certain 
terms,  on  the  ground  that  the 
same  questions  were  in  issue  in  a 
suit  instituted  by  them  against  the 
Plaintiffs  in  Scotland,  and  which 
the  Court  had  refused  to  stay, 
refused  with  costs.  Sta'mton  v. 
The   Carron    Company    (No.   3). 

500 

2.  A.  proceeded  against  the  exe- 
cutors of  B,  in  Scotland,  In  a 
creditor's  suit  in  this  Court  by  the 
executors,  A.*s  proceedings  were 
restrained  by  injunction,  but  after 
three  years*  delay,  the  order  was 
reversed  on  appeal.  In  the  mean- 
while, the  executor  had  instituted 
a  suit  here  against  A,  on  the  same 
subject.  It  having  been  held 
that  A.  had  a  right  to  proceed  in 
Scotland,  he  moved  to  stay  the  ex- 


ecutors* proceedings  here,  until  the 
question  had  been  decided  in  Scot' 
land.  The  motion  was  held  ir- 
regular, and  refused  with  costs. 
Sta'mton  v.  The  Carron  Company 
(No.  3).  Page  500 

MOTION  TO  DISMISS. 
See  Dismissal  for  want  of  Pro- 
secution. 

MULTIFARIOUSNESS. 
See  Lands  Clauses  Act,  3. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION 
ACT. 

1.  The  95th  section  of  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act  (^5^6  Will.  4, 
c.  7C),  which  enables  municipal 
corporations  to  renew  leases  on  a 
fine,  in  cases  where  sanctioned 
"  by  ancient  usage  or  by  custom 
or  practice,**  at  **  a  fine  certain," 
or  where  they  "  have  ordinarily 
made  renewal**  upon  **  an  arbitrary 
fine^'*  is  to  be  construed  liberally. 
Attorney 'General  v.  The  Corpora" 
tion  of  Great  Yarmouth.  625 

2.  The  word  "  renewal,'*  in  the  Mu- 
nicipal Corporation  Act,  does  not 
mean  a  mere  custom  to  let  on  lease 
at  different  rents,  and  though  the 
renewals  need  not  be  on  precisely 
the  same  terms,  there  must  be 
such  an  uniformity  as  to  shew 
that  the  same  lease  has  been  re- 
newed.    Ibid. 

3.  Leases  were  granted  by  a  muni- 
cipal corporation  of  the  same  pro- 
perty in  1778,  1798  and  1824,  to 
the  same  lessee  and  his  assigns  for 


u  u  2 


the  J)5lh  section  of  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act,  and  that  a  re- 
newal could  not  be  granted  at  an 
under  value  and  on  a  fine.  Attor- 
ney-General V.  The  Corporation  of 
Great  Yarmouth.  Page  625 


NEXT  OF  KIN. 
Gift  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  her  de- 
cease to  her  children,  and  in  case 
of  their  death  before  the  vesting 
of  their  shares,  in  trust  for  her 
next  of  kin.  The  daughter  never 
had  any  children.  Held,  that  her 
next  of  kin  were  nevertheless 
entitled.      Tennant  v.  Heatfifield. 

255 

NOTICE. 

1.  Whether  the  notice  of  the  exist- 
ence of  a  settlement  was  not  notice 
of  its  contents,  qucere,  Jameson 
V.  Stetn.  5 

Z,  A  will  was  inaccurately  recited 
in   a  conveyance.     Held,   never- 
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and  operation  arc  not  sufficient  to 
invalidate  the  transaction,  if  it  be 
not  exerted  for  the  benefit  of  the 
person  possessing  it.  Hartopp  v. 
Hartopp,  Page  259 

2,  Transactions  between  parent  and 
child  are  to  be  regarded  with 
jealousy,  but,  in  arrangements  be- 
tween father  and  son  for  the  re- 
settlement of  family  estates,  if  the 
resettlement  be  not  obtained  by 
misrepresentation  or  suppression 
of  the  truth,  if  the  father  acquires 
no  personal  benefit,  and  if  the  set- 
tlement is  a  reasonable  one,  the 
Court  will  support  it,  even  though 
the  father  did  exert  parental  au- 
thority and  influence  over  the  son 
to  procure  the  execution  of  it. 
Ibid. 

3.  The  Plaintiff  was  tenant  in  tail, 
and  the  Defendant,  his  father, 
tenant  for  life  of  family  estates. 
The  Plaintiff,  eleven  months  after 
attaining  twenty-one,  being  in 
pecuniary  difficulties,  joined  his 
father  in  a  resettlement  of  the 
estates.  The  Court,  though  satis- 
fied that  parental  authority  and 
influence  had  been  exerted  to  ob- 
tain the  execution  of  the  settle- 
ment, but  not  for  the  father's  in- 
dividual advantage,  who  obtained 
no  direct  personal  benefit  from  it, 
supported  the  settlement,  holding 
that  a  jointure  thereby  provided 
for  the  son's  mother  did  not  come 
within  the  definition  of  benefit  to 
the  father,  and  that  the  postpone- 
ment of  the  son's  daughters  to  his 
younger  brother  was  not  unrea- 
sonable, considering  that  thereby 


the  estates  were  made  to  accom- 
pany the  family  title.  Hartopp  v. 
Hartopp.  Page  259 

PAROL  EVIDENCE. 

See  Revocation,  2. 

PARTICULAR  RESIDUE. 
See  Residue,  5,  6. 

PARTIES. 

1.  Executors  of  a  deceased  tenant  fo* 
life,  Held,  improperly  made  par 
ties  to  a  bill  filed  to  determine 
the  question  of  election.  Wintour 
V.  CUfton.  447 

2.  The  question  was  between  the 
children  who  survived  and  those 
who  predeceased  their  parents. 
There  had  been  two  of  the  latter, 
but  neither  of  their  estates  were 
represented  in  the  suit.  It  was 
asked  under  the  15  &  16  Fict. 
c.  86,  8.  44,  that  the  surviving 
husband  of  one  might  represent 
the  interests  of  the  absent  parties. 
The  application  was  refused.  Gib* 
son  V.  WilU.  620 
See  Devastavit. 

Exoneration. 

Representation     of     Inte- 
rest. 

PARTITION. 
In  a  suit  for  partition,  the  Plaintiff 
claimed  as  heir  of  a  deceased  te- 
nant in  common.  The  Defendant 
ignored  the  PlaintifTs  title  as  heir, 
and,  at  the  original  hearing,  an  in- 
quiry as  to  the  fact  was  directed, 
which  was  found  in  favour  of  the 
Plaintiff.    Held,  that  the  Defend- 


PARTNERS. 
Persons   may    be   partners   towards 

the  world  without  bein^^  partners      A  ma 
between  themselves;  but  if  they  wo 

be   partners  between  themselves,  imj 

they  are  undoubtedly  partners  in  the 

respect  of  the  public.     Re  Stanton  sel 

Iron  Company.  164  boi 

em 
PARTNERSHIP.  spc 

1.  This  Court  will  dissolve  a  part-  act 
nership  before  the  expiration  of  th€ 
the  term,  where  the  circumstances  nia 
have  so  changed,  and  the  conduct  of 
of  the  parties  is  such,  as  to  render  wil 
it  impossible  to  carry  it  on  without  po: 
injury  to  all  the  partners.  Harri-  Ro 
son  v.  Tennant.                          482 

2.  The  Court  dissolved  a  partner- 
ship entered  into  for  a  term  of 
years,  when,  without  any  breach 
of  the  partnership  articles,  cir- 
cumstances had  so  altered,  that  it 
could  not  be  carried  on  upon  the 
footing  originally  contemplated, 
and  the  confidence  mutually  re- 
posed having  ceased,  and  given 
place  to  mistrust,  so  that  it  was 
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the  execution  of  the  will,  and  had 
possessed  the  assets  and  taken  on 
herself  the  administration  thereof. 
It  prayed  revivor  against  her  as 
such  executrix.  A.  B.  pleaded 
simply  that  she  was  not  executrix. 
The  plea  was  allowed.  Cooke  v. 
GUtings.  Page  497 

PLEADING. 

See  Abatement. 

Breach  of  Trust,  3. 

Contribution. 

Decree. 

Inquiry. 

Judgment. 

Parties. 

Penalty. 

Plea. 

Revivor. 

POOR. 
See  Charity,  I. 

POWER. 

1.  Under  his  marriage  settlement, 
A,  B.  had  a  power  of  appointing 
a  fund  amongst  his  children.  By 
his  will  he  appointed  the  fund 
equally  amongst  his  eight  chil- 
dren ;  but  he  afterwards  postponed 
the  payment  of  the  capital,  partly 
until  the  majority  of  the  children, 
and  partly  until  after  the  death  or 
marriage  of  his  last  surviving  un- 
married daughter,  the  unmarried 
daughters  being  in  the  meanwhile 
entitled  to  the  income.  The  ap- 
pointment was  held  valid.  fFiY- 
son  V.  IVUson.  25 

2.  A  testator  had  a  power  of  appoint- 
ing 10,000/.  amongst  his  children, 


and  in  default  in  trust  for  them 
equally.  By  his  will,  he  gave  his 
son  an  annuity,  to  become  void  if 
no  appointment  should  be  made  of 
the  10,000/.,  or  if  any  appoint- 
ment should  be  made  whereby  the 
son  would  be  benefited.  The  tes- 
tator only  appointed  5,(;00/.  in 
favour  of  his  daughter,  and  the 
son  took  part  of  the  residue  in 
default  of  appointment.  Held, 
that  the  annuity  had  not  ceased. 
Amott  V.  Tyrrell,  Page  49 

S,  A  father  having  a  power  to  ap- 
point to  his  children  and  their 
issue  born  in  his  life,  appointed 
5,000/.  to  his  daughter  0.,  who, 
on  the  next  day,  settled  it  on 
herself,  her  husband  and  her 
children  generally.  Afterwards, 
by  a  deed  stating  the  appointment 
o^  5,000/.  to  O.,  for  her  separate 
use,  with  power  to  appoint  it,  the 
father  appointed  another  fund  to 
O.  and  her  children,  *'  upon  the 
trusts  and  subject  to  the  same  pro- 
visions as  are  hereinbefore  de- 
clared of  and  concerning  the  sum 
of  5,000/.  hereinbefore  appointed 
unto  and  for  the  benefit  of  O.,  or 
as  near  thereto  as  circumstances 
will  admit.'*  Held,  that  0.  took 
the  second  fund  for  her  separate 
use,  with  power  to  appoint  it,  and 
that  the  children  took  nothing. 
Hanhury  v.  Tyrrell.  S22 

4.  Under  a  power  to  appoint  a  sum 
of  money  to  a  daughter,  an  ap- 
pointment to  her  husband  is  in- 
valid, semble.     Ibid, 
See  Appointment. 
Interest. 
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See  Power  of  Sale,  1,  2,  3. 
Principal  and  Agent. 
Relations. 
Revocation. 

POWER  OF  SALE. 

1.  When  a  trustee  has  a  power  of 
sale  over  real  estate,  with  power 
to  give  receipts,  and  it  is  declared 
that  the  purchaser  shall  not  be 
liable  for  the  misapplication  of  the 
purchase-money,  the  payment  to 
the  authorized  agent  of  the  trus- 
tee, even  though  he  be  tenant  for 
life,  is  not  a  breach  of  trust  or  in- 
valid. Hope  V.  Uddeli  (No.  1), 
Liddell  v.  Norton.  Page  183 

2.  A  testator  being  seised  of  an  es- 
tate in  remainder,  subject  to  the 
life  estate  of  A,  B.,  devised  it  to 
C.  Z).  for  life,  with  remainder  in 
strict  settlement,  and  empowered 
the  trustees  to  sell  it,  with  the 
consient  of  the  tenant  for  life  "  en- 
titled in  possession"  under  his  will. 
j4,  B,  surrendered  his  life  estate 
to  C.  £).,  to  enable  the  trustees, 

>  with  C.  D.'s  consent,  to  sell :  Held, 
that  they  could  make  a  good  title. 
Truell  V.  Tyssnn.  437 

3.  Distinction  between  accelerating 
powers  to  charge  and  powers  of 
sale.     Ibid, 

PRACTICE. 

See  Administkation  Suit. 
Costs,  1,  4,  5. 
Court  Rolls. 
Devastavit. 
Dismissal  for  Want  op 
Prosecution. 


See  Evidence,  3. 
Inquiry. 

Lands  Clauses  Act. 
Mortgage. 

Motion  by  Defendant,  &c. 
Partition. 
Printed  Bill. 
Production. 
Solicitor  and  Client. 
Special  Examiner. 
Statute  of  Limitations,! 
Taxation. 
Trustee,  I. 


PRECATORY  WORDS. 

Precatory  words  will  not  create  a 
case  for  election,  neither  will  the 
absence  of  the  execution  of  a  power 
upon  an  erroneous  impression, 
stated  in  the  will,  that  by  its 
non-execution,  A.  (a  legatee)  will 
divide  the  fund  equally  with  B, 
Langshrv  v.  Langslon.     Page  552 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
1.  A  steward  has  no  general  autho- 
rity  to   enter    into   contracts  for 
granting  leases  of  farms  for  a  term 
of  years ;  and  therefore,  where  a 
steward    and    land    agent,    whose 
powers  were  specially  limited,  had, 
in  the  name  of  the  owner,  entered 
into  a  written  agreement  with  a 
farmer,  to  grant  him  a  lease  for 
twelve   years,    but    without  com- 
municating  to   him  the  fact  that 
his  power  was   specially  limited: 
it  was  held,    that  the   agreement 
did  not  bind  the  owner.     Collcn  v. 
Gardner »  5 10 
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2.  Where  a  general  authority  is  given 
to  an  agent,  this  implies  a  right  to 
do  all  subordinate  acts  incident  to 
and  necessary  for  the  execution  of 
that  authority,  and  if  notice  be 
not  given  that  the  authority  is 
specially  limited,  the  principal  is 
bound.     Collen  v.  Gardner. 

Page  540 

PRINTED  BILL. 

1.  ThePlaintifFhaving,  by  a  slip,  neg- 
lected to  file  a  printed  bill  within 
fourteen  days,  in  pursuance  of  his 
undertaking,  was  relieved  from 
the  consequences  upon  payment 
of  the  costs  of  the  motion.  Fer- 
rand  v.  The  Corporation  of  Brad- 
ford (No.  2).  422 

2.  The  written  bill  was  taken  off  the 
file,  the  Plaintiff  having  omitted 
to  file  a  printed  copy  within  the 
fourteen  days  prescribed  by  the 
15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  6,  and  the 
3rd  General  Order  of  the  7th  of 
August i  1 852.  It  being  proved,  that 
the  omission  was  a  mere  slip,  and 
that  printed  copies  of  the  bill  were 
in  Court  and  in  the  hands  of  Coun- 
sel, at  the  hearing  o^  a  motion  for 
an  injunction  within  the  fourteen 
days,  the  Court  ordered  that  the 
written  bill  should  be  restored  to 
the  file,  and  that  the  printed  copy 
should  be  received  at  the  Record 
and  Writ  Clerks*  Office  and  filed 
as  of  the  2nd  of  February.  The 
costs  of  the  motion  were  ordered 
to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the 
Defendant,  and,  notwithstanding 
the  General  Order,  no  costs  of 
suit  were  to  be  taxed.     Ibid, 


PRODUCTION. 

1.  The  usual  order  was  made  for  the 
deposit  by  the  Defendant  of  all 
documents  in  his  possession. 
Some  of  them  consisted  o^  the 
court  rolls  of  a  manor,  of  which 
the  Defendant  acted  as  steward, 
but  his  right  to  that  office  was  con- 
tested. The  Court  released  the 
Defendant  from  the  necessity  of 
depositing  them  in  Court,  and 
ordered  the  production  at  the 
steward's.     Carew  v.  Davis, 

Page  213 

2.  A.  B,  settled  property  on  trust  for 
the  Plaintiff  and  others,  but  he  re- 
served a  power  of  defeating  it. 
The  Plaintiff  alleged,  that  the 
trusts  had  been  partially  defeated 
by  a  subsequent  deed,  and  called 
upon  the  trustee  to  produce  the 
trust  deed.  The  trustee  in  his 
answer  stated,  that  the  PlaintifTs 
interest  had  been  totally  defeated 
by  the  subsequent  deed,  which  he 
did  not  object  to  produce,  but  he 
said  that  A,  B.,  who  was  not  a 
party  to  the  suit,  objected  to  the 
production.  Held,  that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  inspect  it,  but 
that  the  order  could  not  be  made 
in  the  absence  of  A,  B,  Bugden 
v.  Tylee.  545 

PUBLIC  COMPANY. 

1.  The  clauses  of  "The  Waterworks 
Clauses  Act,  1847,'*  are  applicable 
to  *'  lands  and  streams,"  in  the 
same  manner  as  those  of  "The 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act" 
are  applicable  to  "  lands ;"  and  in 
the  mode   of   compensation,    the 
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same  distinction  is  taken  between 
*<  lands  and  streams  taken  and 
used"  and  *'  lands  and  streams  in- 
juriously affected."  Ferrandv.The 
Corporation  of  Bradford, 

Page  412 

2.  The  diversion  of  a  stream  is  a 
*'  taking  and  using  it"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  85th  section  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
which  is  incorporated  in  the  Water- 
works Clauses  Act,  and  before 
such  diversion  can  be  made,  the 
value  of  the  stream  must  be  ascer- 
tained and  secured  to  the  owners 
of  the  land  through  which  it  passes. 
Ibid. 

3.  Whether  by  diverting  a  stream, 
the  river  into  which  it  used  to  flow 
is  **  injuriously  affected,'*  or  *<  taken 
and  used,"  qucere.     Ibid, 

See  Contribution. 

Lands  Clauses  Act. 
Setting  aside  Contract. 

PURCHASER  FOR  VALUE. 

See  Inquiry. 


RAILWAY  SHARES. 

See  Setting  aside  Contract. 

REAL  AND  PERSONAL 
ESTATE. 

The  testator,  after  directing  payment 
of  his  debts,  devised  his  real  estate 
to  his  executors,  upon  trust  to  sell, 
and  he  directed  that  the  produce 
should  be  deemed  part  of  his  per- 
sonal estate,  and  that  the   rents. 


until  the  sale,  should  be  deemed 
part  of  the  annual  income  of  bis 
personal  estate,  and  that  the  same 
monies  and  rents  should  be  sub- 
ject to  the  disposition  thereinafter 
made  of  his  i>iisonal  estate  and 
the  income  thereof;  and  he  be- 
queathed his  personal  estate  to 
his  trustees  to  invest  it  in  consols, 
upon  trust  to  pay  certain  legacies. 
Held,  that  the  real  and  persooal 
estate  were  blended,  and  appli- 
cable pari  passu  in  payment  of  tbe 
debts  and  legacies.  Simmont  ▼. 
Rose.  Page  37 

See  Charge  of  Debts. 

Election. 

Recouping,  4. 

RECOUPING. 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  2,  5. 
Trustee  de  son  Tort, 

RECTIFYING  DEED. 
See  Remoteness,  2,  3, 

REFORMING  DEED. 
Upon  a  bill  to  set  aside  a  deed  in  toto 
the    Court    will    not    reform  it. 
Hartopp  V.  Harlapp.  259 

See  Mistake. 

Remoteness,  2,  3, 

REGISTRY. 
See  Ship,  2,  3,  4. 

RELATIONS. 
A  testator  gave  real  and  personal 
estate  to  /4.  for  life,  and  after- 
wards to  his  own  relations,  in  such 
shares  as  A,  should  by  will  ap- 
point.    j1.  appointed   it  amongst 
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the  testator's  relations  "  living  at 
her  death,*'  and  who  were  not  the 
testator's  next  of  kin  at  his  death. 
Held,  that  the  appointment  was 
▼alid.  Finch  v.  Hollingsworth, 
Page  112 

REMOTENESS. 

1 .  A  testator  bequeathed  the  income 
of  his  residuary  estate  between  his 
three  children,  and  when  any  child 
died,  his  part  to  be  equally  divided 
amongst  the  testator's  surviving 
grandchildren ;  and  likewise,  if 
any  of  his  grandchildren  died, 
their  part  to  be  divided  amongst 
the  survivors  of  his  other  grand- 
children. Held,  that  the  gift  over, 
upon  the  death  of  a  grandchild  to 
the  surviving  grandchildren,  was 
void  for  remoteness.  Courtier  v. 
Oram.  91 

S.  A  trust  fund  was  limited,  after 
the  death  of  husband  and  wife, 
and  in  default  of  appointment,  to 
their  children  equally,  to  be  a 
vested  interest  in,  and  to  be  paid, 
transferred  or  assigned  to,  sons  at 
twenty-five,  and  daughters  at 
twenty- five  or  marriage,  with  be- 
nefit of  survivorship  in  case  of 
death  under  twenty-five,  and  as  to 
daughters,  in  case  of  being  un- 
married. Held,  that  the  limitation 
was  void  for  remoteness.  In  re 
Monti  Settlement.  174 

3.  But  leave  was  given  to  produce 
evidence  that  the  intention  of  the 

^  parties  was  not  carried  out,  and  to 
have  the  settlement  rectified.  Ibid, 

4.  Devise  in  trust  for  A,  for  life, 
and,  after  her  decease,  to  apply  the 


rents  for  the  benefit  of  her  chil- 
dren, until  the  youngest  attained 
twenty-five;  and,  as  soon  as  the 
youngest  should  have  attained 
twenty-five,  to  sell,  and  '*pay 
and  divide'*  the  produce  equally 
'<  among  such  of  the  children  of  A. 
as  should  be  then  living,  and  issue 
of  such,  if  any,  of  her  children  as 
might  be  then  dead,"  such  issue  to 
take  their  parents'  sliare  only. 
Held,  that  the  gift  of  the  income 
was  valid,  but  that  the  gift  of  the 
corpus  was  void  for  remoteness. 
Read  v.  Gooding.  Page  478 

RENEWAL. 

See  Municipal  Corporation  Act. 

REPRESENTATION  OF 
INTEREST. 

Where  the  entire  adverse  interest  is 
unrepresented  by  any  party  to  the 
suit,  the  Court  will  not  appoint  a 
person  to  represent  that  interest, 
under  15  &  16  Fict.  c.  86,  s.  44. 
Gibson  v.  Wills.  620 

RESIDUARY  LEGATEE. 

1.  In  a  will,  the  words  <'  I  constitute 
A.  and  B,  my  residuary  legatees 
will  not  pass  real  estate."  fVindus 
V.  Windus,  S7S 

2^  A  testator  gave  several  pecuniary 
legacies,  including  one  to  his  son 
A.f  and  devised  his  freehold,  copy- 
hold and  leasehold  estates  to  his 
sons  B.  and  C.  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, and  appointed  them  his  exe- 
cutors. B.  died,  and  by  a  codicil 
the  testator  appointed  A.  executor 
in  the  room  of  B.,  and  revoked  the 
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RESULTING  TRUST. 
See  Charity,  2. 

REVIVOR. 
A  Defendant,  having  been  served 
with  subpoena,  died  before  appear- 
ance. Held,  that  the  suit  could 
not  be  revived  against  his  heir,  but 
that  the  remedy  against  him,  if  any, 
was  by  original  bill.  Eland  v. 
Davison.  Page  312 

See  Abatement. 
Plea. 

REVOCATION. 

1.  An  appointment  made  in  1840, 
of  the  whole  fee,  under  a  power  in 
a  settlement  of  1825,  relimiting  in 
substance  the  old  estates,  though 
made  for  the  purpose  and  with  the 
sole  intention  and  object  of  intro- 
ducing a  limitation  omitted  from 
the  settlement  by  mistake.  Held, 
to  be  a  revocation  of  a  will  made 
in  1827,  in  pursuance  of  a  power 
in  the  settlement  of  1825.  Wal- 
ker V.  Armstrong,  284 

2.  In  such  a  case  parol  evidence  is 
inadmissible  to  shew  what  was  the 
intention  or  object  of  the  parties. 
Ibid. 

3.  On  the  marriage  of  A,  and  JB.  in 
1824,  two  estates  belonging  to  B., 
the  wife,  were  vested  in  trustees 
upon  certain  trusts  in  favour  o{A, 
and  B.  and  the  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage, hut  by  mistake  no  provision 
was  made  for  the  daughters  of  any 
son  of  the  marriage,  and,  as  to  one 
of  the  estates,  no  power  of  dis- 
posing of  it  was  given  to  B.  in 
case  there  should  be  no  issue  of 


the  marriage.  The  blunder  being 
discovered.  A,  and  B.,  in  1825, 
under  a  general  power  of  appoint- 
ment given  them  by  the  settle- 
ment, paramount  to  the  limitations 
therein,  relimited  the  estates  to  the 
the  old  uses  (except  as  to  the  life 
estates  to  themselves  and  the  sur- 
vivor of  them,  which  were  omitted 
by  a  second  mistake),  and  supplied 
the  omission  in  the  original  settle- 
ment. There  being  no  issue,  fi., 
in  1827,  made  her  will  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  power  "  reserved  to 
her  by  the  original  settlement  and 
every  other  power  enabling  her  in 
that  behalf."  The  second  blunder 
being  aflerwards  discovered,  in 
1840,  A.  B.,  under  the  general 
power,  appointed  to  the  old  uses, 
and  supplied  the  second  omission. 
This  deed  of  appointment  recited 
the  intention  of  A.  and  B.  to  vary 
the  limitations,  and  it  was  clear  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  that  the 
sole  intention  and  object  of  the  ap- 
pointment was  to  cure  the  second 
blunder.  Held,  nevertheless,  that 
the  will  of  B.  was  revoked.-  But 
upon  appeal  the  Lords  Justices, 
on  an  altered  record,  reformed  the 
deed  of  1840,  and  so  gave  eflTect 
to  the  will.  IValher  v.  Arm- 
strong.  Page  284 

4.  Under  his  marriage  settlement, 
A.  B.  had  power  to  appoint  the 
reverson  in  fee  of  the  settled  estate, 
and  the  trustees  had  a  power  of 
sale  with  his  consent.  A.  B.,  by 
his  will,  appointed  it  to  trustees, 
to  sell  and  stand  possessed  of  the 
produce  in  trust  for  a  class ;  and 


iiau  noi  oeen  receivea.  neia, 
notwithstanding;  the  1  Fict.  c.  26, 
8S.  19,  23,  that  the  gift  to  the  class 
ivas  inoperative,  and  that  the  pur- 
chase-money passed,  under  the 
residuary  gifl,  to  the  widow.  Gale 
V.  Gale.  Page  349 


SALE. 

See  Judgment. 
Mortgage. 

SEPARATE  USE. 
See  Husband  and  Wife. 

SETTING  ASIDE  CONTRACT. 

The  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  were 
Directors  in  a  railway  company. 
The  Plaintiff  was  desirous  of  ob- 
taining 1,000  *'  unallotted'*  shares, 
in  order  to  promote  its  success. 
The  Defendant  clandestinely 
caused  1,000  of  his  own  **  allotted" 
shares  to   be    transferred   to  the 


See 


1.  Bet 
sale 
enti 
the 
ven< 
regi 
tee. 
fact 
Cou 
tion 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


669 


2.  The  policy  of  the  Ship  Registry 
Act,  in  disregarding  interests  not 
appearing  on  the  register,  is  inap- 
plicable both  to  the  money  arising 
from  the  sale  of  a  ship  and  to  the 
produce  of  the  freight.  Armstrong 
V.  Armstrong  (No.  2).       Page  78 

3.  Where  a  party  who  appears  on  the 
register  to  be  the  absolute  owner 
of  a  ship,  enters  into  an  agreement 
for  valuable  consideration,  ad- 
mitting he  is  a  trustee,  and  engag- 
ing to  sell  the  ship  and  hand  over 
the  produce  to  the  true  owner,  the 
Court,  notwithstanding  the  Ship 
Registry  Act,  will  enforce  the 
agreement.     Ibid. 

4.  Shares  in  a  ship  purchased  with 
A,*s  money  were  registered  in  B.'s 
name.  After  ^.'s  death,  B.  en- 
tered into  an  agreement  with  his 
representatives,  admitting  their 
right  and  for  valuable  considera- 
tion agreeing  to  sell  the  shares  at 
the  end  of  twelve  months,  and  to 
account  to  the  representatives  for 
the  proceeds.  B.  accordingly  sold 
to  C.  Held,  that  though  the  Ship 
Registry  Act  prevented  the  repre- 
sentatives enforcing  any  right 
against  the  ship  itself,  still  that 
they  were  entitled  to  recover  the 
purchase-money  in  the  hands  of  C. 
Ibid. 

SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 

An  order  was  made  upon  a  solicitor 
for  the  delivery  of  his  bill  within 
fourteen  days.  He  was  unable  to 
comply,  and  on  a  motion  for  the 
second  order,  he  asked  for  further 
time.     It  was  given,  but  he  was 


ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
motion.  In  re  Dendy.  Page  565 
See  Costs,  1,  2,  3. 

Taxation,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11. 

SPECIAL  EXAMINER. 

1.  Special  examiners  are  entitled  to  a 
fee  of  five  guineas  a  day  only,  and 
sembkt  their  clerks  are  entitled  to 
five  shillings  per  diem.  No  extra 
fee  is  payable  for  extended  time 
employed  during  a  day,  nor  for  the 
preliminary  labour  of  reading  the 
papers.     Payne  v.  Little.  65 

2.  Disinclination  of  the  Court  to  ap- 
point special  examiners,  on  account 
of  the  great  expense  it  entails  on 
the  suitor.  The  Master  of  the 
Rolls  will  not  appoint  one  except 
in  cases  of  absolute  necessity. 
Brocas  v.  Lloyd.  519 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 
See  Residue,  1,  2. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

See  Conditions  of  Sale. 
Contract. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

STATUTE. 
1  IFilL  4,  c.  40. 

See  Executor. 
5  &  6  mil.  4,  c.  76. 

See  Municipal  Corporation 
Act. 
1  Hot.  c.  26,  ss.  19,  23. 

See  Revocation,  4. 
15  &  16  Fict.  c.  86,  s.  6. 

See  Printed  Bill. 
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15  &  IC  rtct.  c.  86,  8.  44. 
See  Parties,  2. 

Representation  OF  Interest. 

16  &  17  Fict.  c.  86,  8.  48. 

See  Judgment. 
Mortgage. 

STATUTE  OF   LIMITATIONS. 

1.  Where  by  underground  working 
the  Defendant  had  taken  the  coal 
of  his  neighbour,  the  Court  limited 
the  account  to  six  years,  but  in- 
timated that  the  amount  wrong- 
fully abstracted  being  proved,  the 
onus  of  proof  would  lie  on  the 
wrongdoer  to  shew  that  it  was  not 
taken  within  the  six  years.  Dean 
V.  Thwaite.  Page  621 

2.  Sembict  the  account  would  not  be 
so  limited,  if  the  coal  had  been 
abstracted  intentionally,  and  steps 
had  been  taken  to  conceal  the  fact 
and  prevent  discovery.     Ibid. 

STAYING  SUIT. 

See  Motion  by  Defendant  to 

STAY  Proceedings. 

STEWARD. 

See  Court  Rolls. 

Principal  and  Agent. 
Production,  1. 

SUBPARTNERSHIP. 
See  Partnership,  3. 

SUPPRESSION  OF  FACTS. 

See  Taxation,  8,  10. 

SURVIVORSHIP. 
1.  Devise   of    real    estate   to    three 
daughters  for  life,  and  after  their 


decease  to  three  grandchildren  as 
tenants  in  common  in  fee ;  and  in 
case  of  either  of  the  grandchildren 
dying  in  the  lifetime  of  the  daugh- 
ters, the  share  of  them  so  dying 
to  be  "  transferred"  to  the  **  sur- 
vivors," and  if  only  one  should  be 
living,  then  to  him  or  her  so  '*  sur- 
viving.''     The    survivor   of   the 
daughters     outlived      the     three 
grandchildren.      Held,    that    the 
survivorship  had  reference  to  the 
death  of  the  last  tenant  for  life 
and  not  to  a  survivorship  between 
the   grandchildren;    that  the  di- 
vesting clause  never  took  effect, 
and   that  on   the  decease  of  the 
survivor  of  the   three  daughters 
the    heirs    of  the    three    grand- 
children took  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon in  fee.     Littlejohns  v.  House' 
hold.  Page  29 

.  Bequest  to  four  persons  equalij, 
and  **  in  case  of  the  death"  of  aoj 
or  either  of  them  **  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  other  or  others,"  their  sbam 
to  go  to  "  survivor  or  survivors  of 
them."  Held,  that  the  survivor- 
ship had  reference  to  the  period 
of  the  testator's  death.  Howard 
v.  Howard.  550 

SWORN  BROKER. 
See  Penalty. 


TAXATION. 

1 .  A  bill  by  an  incumbrancer  of  ao 
alleged  remainderman  against  tbe 
tenant  for  life  for  production  of 
the     title-deeds,     and     involving 
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questions  of  title,  was  dismissed 
with  costs.  Upon  the  taxation,  a 
charge  was  made  for  an  abstract 
of  title-deeds.  Held,  that  the 
word  "  abstract"  was  intentionally 
omitted  from  the  120th  General 
Order  of  May,  1845,  and  that  the 
charge  for  the  abstract  could  not 
be  allowed  if  it  exceeded  that  of  a 
copy  of  the  documents ;  secondly, 
that  no  such  charge  could  be  al- 
lowed for  an  abstract  made  before 
the  suit,  though  with  a  view  to  an 
arrangement  between  the  same 
parties ;  but  thirdly,  that  a  copy 
of  it  for  the  use  -of  the  Counsel 
who  prepared  the  answer  might 
be  allowed.  Davis  v.  Earl  of 
Dysart  (No.  2).  Page  124 

2.  Fees  to  two  junior  Counsel  (one 
of  them  being  a  Conveyancer  only) 
to  settle  the  answer,  cannot  be 
allowed  as  between  party  and 
party,  unless  by  special  order  of 
the  Court.     Ibid. 

3.  A  charge  for  abbreviating  the 
answer,  estimating  it  at  its  total 
length,  including  schedules,  is  pro- 
per, and  to  be  allowed  on  a  taxa- 
tion between  party  and  party.  Ibid. 

4.  Where,  by  arrangement,  excep- 
tions to  an  answer  were  heard 
With  the  cause,  a  charge  for  con- 
sultation between  Counsel  on  the 
exceptions,  as  distinct  from  the 
consultation  on  the  hearing  of  the 
cause,  was  allowed.     Ibid. 

5.  A  charge  for  copies  only  of  those 
parts  of  the  interrogatories,  the 
answers  to  which  were  excepted 
to,  can  be  allowed  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  consultation  on  the 

VOL.  XXI. 


exceptions,  as  distinct  from  the 
copies  made  for  the  purpose  of 
preparing  the  answer ;  for  which 
latter  purpose,  also,  only  one  copy 
to  one  junior  Counsel  can  be  al- 
lowed. Davis  V.  Earl  of  Dysart 
(No.  2).  Page  124 

6.  Upon  a  taxation  between  party 
and  party,  the  bill  of  costs  may  be 
added  to  or  varied  after  it  has 
been  brought  into  the  office,  at 
any  time  before  the  taxation  is 
concluded ;  but  the  practice  is  dif- 
ferent upon  a  taxation  under  the 
Solicitors*  Act.    Ibid. 

7.  Taxation  ordered,  at  the  instance 
of  cestuis  que  trust,  of  a  bill  in- 
curred in  respect  of  a  trust  estate, 
by  trustees  both  being  now  dead ; 
but  any  balance  due  from  the  so- 
licitor was  ordered  to  be  paid  into 
Court  to  a  separate  account  and 
not  to  the  Petitioners.  In  re 
Hallett.  250 

8.  A  client  obtained  an  order  of 
course  for  the  taxation  of  his  soli- 
citor's bill.  A  special  agreement 
existed  between  them,  which  ought 
to  have  been  mentioned  on  the 
application;  but  this  was  in  the 
possession  of  the  solicitor,  who 
refused  to  furnish  a  copy.  The 
Court  declined  to  discharge  the 
order,  though  irregular.    Re  Ingle. 

275 

9.  Agreement  between  a  solicitor 
and  his  client,  an  illiterate  person, 
for  payment  of  his  bills  (taken  at 
a  given  amount),  solely  out  of 
the  produce  of  some  property,  the 
subject  of  the  suit.  Held,  not  to 
preclude  taxation.    Ibid. 
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TRUSTEE  DE  SON  TORT. 
Where  A*^  (a  stranger  to  the  trust,) 
assuming  to  exercise  a  trust  for 
sale,  conveys  the  estate  to  a  pur- 
chaser, if  this  Court  afterwards 
compels  the  purchaser  to  restore 
the  land  to  the  cesUa  que  trusty  the 
purchaser  will  be  entitled  to  all 
the  assistance  which  this  Court  or 
the  cestw  que  trust  could  give  hiita, 
to  recover  from  the  self- consti- 
tuted trustee  the  purchase-money 
still  in  his  hands,  or  for  which  he 
might  remain  liable.  Hope  v.  Lid- 
deU  (No.  1),  LiddeU  v.  Norton. 
Page  183 

TRUST  ESTATE. 
See  Devise. 

TRUST  FOR  SALE. 
See  Exoneration. 


UNDUE  INFLUENCE. 
See  Parent  and  Child. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  When  an  offer  in  writing  is  made 
by  the  owner  to  sell  an  estate  on 
specified  terms,  and  this  is  uncon- 
ditionaUy  accepted,  there  is  a  bind- 
ing contract,  which  neither  party 
can  vary,  but  the  owner  is  entitled, 
at  any  time  before  his  offer  has 
been  definitely  accepted,  to  add 
any  new  terms  to  his  proposal. 
If  these  be  refused,  the  treaty  is  at 
an  end.        Honeytnan  v.  Marryat. 

14 


2.  The  time  for  paying  the  deposit 
may  be  made  an  essential  term  for 
entering  into  a  contract  for  sale 
of  an  estate.  Honeytnan  v.  Mar- 
ryot.  Page  14 

S.  The  plaintiff^s  solicitor  wrote  to 
the  Defendant's  agent,  that  he 
was  instructed  to  make  him  an 
offer  of  25,000/.  for  the  purchase 
of  his  estete.  The  Defendant's 
agent  wrote,  in  answer,  that  he 
was  authorized  to  accept  the  offer, 
''  subject  to  the  terms  of  a  contract 
being  arranged"  between  the  two 
solicitors.  Held,  that  this  was  not 
a  concluded  contract.     Ibid,' 

4.  In  the  above  case,  the  owner's 
solicitor  sent  the  draft  of  an  agree- 
ment for  the  perusal  of  the  pur- 
chaser's solicitor,  which,  amongst 
other  stipulations,  required  a  de- 
posit of  1 ,5001,  to  be  paid  down. 
This  term  was  objected  to,  and, 
after  some  delay,  and  before  the 
Plaintiff  had  acceded  to  it,  the  De- 
fendant required  it  to  be  paid  and 
the  agreement  signed  before  a 
given  day,  or  the  treaty  to  be  at 
an  end.  This  was  not  complied 
with^  but  an  offer  was  subsequently 
made  to  sign  the  agreement  and 
pay  the  deposit  required,  but  which 
was  refused.  Held,  that  there  was 
no  contract  that  this  Court  could 
enforce.  Ibid. 
See  Conditions  of  Sale. 
Lien. 
Title  Debus. 

VESTED  INTEREST. 
See  Last  Antecedent. 
Vesting. 
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VESTING. 
Bequest  of  residue  to  A.  for  life, 
and  after  her  decease,  a  gift  of 
3,000/.  each  to  B.  and  C.  (grand- 
daughters), for  their  absolute  use; 
and  if  either  of  them  should  be 
dead  at  the  decease  of  A.^  her 
3,000/.  was  to  go  to  the  grand- 
daughter who  should  be  then  liyhig ; 
but  in  case  such  granddaughter 
should  have  left  children,  they 
were  to  take  her  legacy.  B.  died 
first,  leaving  children;  C.  then 
died  without  issue,  leaving  y^.  sur- 
viving. On  the  death  oiA. :  Held, 
that  C/s  legacy  was  vested  and 
passed  to  her  representatives.  In 
re  Bright's  Trusts.  Page  67 

VOLUNTARY  DEED. 
See  Fraudulent  Deed. 

VOLUNTEER. 

See  Compensation. 


WATERWORKS. 

See  Public  Company. 

WILL. 

1.  Where  a  testator  gave  the  income 
ofa  fund  to  his  sister  (then  sixty- 
eight  years  of  age  and  married 
to  a  second  husband)  for  life, 
and  after  her  decease,  bequeathed 
the  fund  to  her  children  "by 
her  then  present  or  any  future 
husband,"  and  she  had  children 
by  both  her  first  and  second 
husbands,  it  was  held,  that  the 
children  by  her  former  marriage 


were  not  excluded.     Pasmore  v. 
Huggms.  Page  103 

2.  In  construing  a  will  words  may 
be  supplied,  changed  and  trans- 
posed, whenever  the  context  re- 
quires it.      Abbott  V.  MiddleUm. 

143 

3.  Bequest  to  testator's  widow  for 
life,  and  on  her  decease  to  his  son 
for  life,  and  on  his  demise  the 
principal  to  become  the  property 
of  any  children  he  might  leave. 
Then  followed  a  gif^  over  in  case 
the  son  died  before  his  mother 
(omitting  the  words  "  without  leav- 
ing children").     The  son  prede- 
ceased both  his  father  and  mother, 
leaving  an  only  child,  who  sur- 
vived them.     Held,  that  such  child 
was  entitled  to  the  principal  sam 
after    the    grandmother's   death; 
and  that  to  effectuate  the  inten- 
tion  of  the   testator,    the  words 
"  without  leaving  any  child'*  must 
be  implied  after  the  word  "dying." 
Abbott  V.  Middleton.  143 

4.  As  a  general  rule,  when  a  bequest 
is  to  take  effect  after  the  failure  of 
a  prior  gift,  the  total  failure  of  the 
latter  does  not  prevent  the  ulterior 
bequest  taking  effect.  Tennant  r. 
Heathfield.  255 

5.  Distinction  between  a  series  of 
limitations  all  dependent  on  the 
same  contingency,  and  successive 
limitations,  each  intended  to  take 
effect  upon  the  failure  of  all  those 
prior  to  it.     Ibid. 

6.  A  testatrix,  by  her  will,  gave  to 
A.,  B.  and  C.  distinct  legacies, 
and  she  appointed  A.  and  B.  exe- 
cutors, and  gave  "  to  her  execu. 
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tors.  A,  and  B./*  her  residuary 
estate.  By  a  codicil  she  appointed 
C.  executor  and  trustee  of  her 
will,  **  as  if  his  name  had  been 
inserted  therein  as  a  trustee  and 
executor,*'  and  a  legacy  for  his 
trouble,  "  in  addition  to  the  bene- 
fit he  derived  under  her  will,"  and 
she  declared,  that  her  trust  estate 
should  vest  in  A.,  B,  and  C,  and 
confirmed  her  will  in  all  other  re- 
spects. C  claimed  one-third  of 
the  residue,  but  the  Court  held 
that  is  was  divisible  between  A, 
and  B.    HiUersdon  v.  Grove. 

Page  518 
5tfe"  And"  read  "Or." 

Appointment,  2,  4. 

Bequest. 

Charge  of  Debts. 

Children. 

Class. 

Condition, 

Construction. 

Contingency, 

Contingent  Estate. 

Devise. 

Election. 

Executor. 

Gift  Over. 

Lapse. 

Last  Antecedent. 


Legacy. 
Life  Interest. 
Mortmain. 
Next  of  Kin. 
Notice,  1. 
Power,  1,  2. 
Power  of  Sale. 
Precatory  Words. 
Real  and  Personal  Es- 
tate. 
Relations. 
Remoteness,  1,  4. 
Residuary  Legatee. 
Residue. 
Revocation. 
Survivorship. 
Vesting. 

WINDING-UP  ACX. 

Two  traders,  becoming  embarrassed, 
assigned  their' joint  and  separate 
estate  to  trustees,  to  carry  on  the 
business  for  the  benefit  of  their 
creditors,  parties  to  the  deed,  and 
to  pay  the  surplus  to  the  traders. 
The  trustees  accordingly  carried 
on  the  business,  under  the  name 
of  a  company,  until  it  became  em- 
barrassed. Held,  that  such  a  com- 
pany was  not  within  the  provisions 
of  the  Winding-up  Acts.  Re  Stan- 
tofi  Iron  Company.  Page  164 
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